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PREFACE 

This thesis represents four years of personal and professional development. Undertaking 

this research has enriched my understanding of the multifaceted social lives of 

Australian adolescents, and how their interactions within peer groups and dyads may 

influence their social and emotional well-being. The topic for this thesis emerged from 

an innate curiosity about the ways in which the fundamental human desire to belong 

may manifest for adolescents as different dynamics in their relations with peers. This 

curiosity, first recognised whilst completing my Honours research project for the 

Bachelor of Psychological Science, stemmed from a desire to inform both basic and 

applied research in the field. That is, whilst learning from adolescents who successfully 

fulfil the desire to belong I was able to simultaneously identify the maladaptive 

consequences for those in whom this goal is thwarted. Following successful completion 

of my Honours year, I committed to contribute further to research in this field and was 

fortunate to have this opportunity whilst undertaking the candidature for my PhD. 

Throughout this thesis, belongingness is an overarching theme, providing a lens through 

which to further understand how varying social and behavioural patterns may influence 

adolescent well-being. With its integration of traditional ideologies and modern research 

methods, this thesis and its associated publications, have contributed to research in the 

field of adolescent peer relations. I hope that through this research, adolescent well-

being may be further empirically illuminated, via the examination of both social and 

emotional contributors, in order to provide further insight into its complexities at this 

distinctive developmental time.  
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ABSTACT  

The importance of belonging to a peer group and having close friends during 

adolescence, as throughout all of life, has been well-established. During adolescence, 

experiences such as being with friends, acceptance by peers, and achieving popularity 

have each been shown to be important, yet relatively distinct in their manifestations, 

each with implications for belonging, and for concurrent and subsequent well-being. 

The general purpose of the studies described in this thesis was to identify the ways that 

these particular aspects of peer group relationships and close friendships contribute to 

adolescent well-being, in the form of social and emotional loneliness, global self-worth, 

life satisfaction and social competence. 

Five studies were conducted to address two research aims. These aims were 

founded on five models or theories, including the social process model (Boivin & 

Hymel, 1997), the peer-socialisation model (Rose & Rudolph, 2006), gender schema 

theory (Bem, 1981), resource control theory (Hawley, 1999) and a model founded on 

deep and surface friendship structure (Hartup & Stevens, 1997). The first aim was to 

investigate how social status, in the forms of popularity and peer acceptance, and gender 

may modify the temporal impact of earlier relational aggression and victimisation on 

later peer experiences, and then to consider how such behavioural strategies within the 

peer group are associated with well-being. The second aim was to consider the role of 

friendship in well-being, as well as its contributions in conjunction with social status.  

These aims were fulfilled by collecting data from three samples of adolescents. 

The first sample, analysed in Study 1, included 328 adolescents (9 to13 years; 49% 

boys) who were followed with two waves of assessment over seven months. The second 

sample, analysed in Studies 2, 4 and 5, included 317 adolescents (12 to17 years, 62% 

boys). The third sample, analysed in Study 3, included 83 adolescents in the pilot (13 to 
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16.5 years; 50.6% boys) and 415 adolescents in the primary study (12 to 17 years; 60% 

boys). Data were collected via self-report and peer reports, and were analysed with both 

variable-centred and person-centred methods. 

In Study 1, path analyses showed that, in the direction of the social process 

model (Boivin & Hymel, 1997), popularity protected relationally aggressive adolescents 

from future relational victimisation, whereas greater social preference protected 

relationally aggressive girls, in particular, from victimisation. Also, in the direction of 

the peer-socialisation model (Rose & Rudolph, 2006), relational victimisation prompted 

more relationally aggressive behaviour among popular girls, yet less relationally 

aggressive behaviour among popular boys. 

In Study 2, five resource control subtypes were formed, utilising a person-

centred approach, based on adolescents’ use of aggressive and/or prosocial strategies 

within the peer group. These subtypes were then compared on measures of social and 

emotional well-being, including social and emotional loneliness, global self-worth, 

social competence and life satisfaction. Findings highlighted some benefits for prosocial 

controllers, who utilised mainly prosocial strategies. Moreover, greater emotional 

loneliness was reported by bistrategic controllers (i.e., those using both prosocial and 

aggressive strategies) when compared to prosocial controllers.  

Studies 3, 4, and 5 were designed to also investigate close friendships. In Study 

3, items from existing friendship measures were compiled to guide the development of a 

novel 26-item Adolescent Friendship Structure Inventory (AFSI). The AFSI was then 

utilised in Study 4 to profile different friendship types, and to examine their 

contributions to adolescent well-being. Results showed that adolescents in a model 

friendship, defined as experiencing frequent positive social exchanges (e.g., spending 

time together), high levels of intensity (e.g. intimate self-disclosure), and infrequent 
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negative social exchanges (e.g., conflict, gossip), reported better well-being compared 

to other friendship types and compared to adolescents without a mutual friend. Also, 

adolescents within bistrategic alliances, characterised by high levels of positive social 

exchanges, high intensity and high levels of negative social exchanges, were more 

emotionally lonely than adolescents within model friendships. Finally, in Study 5, 

which focused on both the resource control subtypes of Study 2 and the friendship 

profiles of Study 4, findings again highlighted some benefits of being part of a model 

friendship, with these adolescents tending to be less socially and emotionally lonely 

than those within coercive alliances and acquaintances. As well, female bistrategic 

controllers and female noncontrollers were identified as two potentially vulnerable sub-

groups of adolescents, which may be at more risk of loneliness, in its different forms. 

Overall, findings elucidate the complexity of experiences within peer group 

relationships and close friendships, and how they may contribute to adolescent social 

and emotional well-being. Findings also illustrate the importance of continuing to 

examine gender-specific patterns within peer relationships and how these may be 

associated with well-being. For vulnerable adolescents, several avenues for future 

intervention and research were considered, such as promoting the benefits of a model 

friendship and continuing to investigate gender differences in measures of well-being. It 

is important to continue to advance research in this field by studying experiences within 

the peer group and amongst friends. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Overview of the Thesis 

The desire to belong is recognised as an innate, fundamental and lifelong human 

motivation that encourages the formation and maintenance of social networks as well as 

intimate relationships with friends (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Maslow, 1954; Zimmer-

Gembeck & Nesdale, 2013). During adolescence, belonging, either within the peer 

group or within a friendship, may be of particular importance as this can affirm one’s 

competence and value, and promote feelings of well-being (Erdley, Nangle, Newman, 

& Carpenter, 2001). Contemporary research has shown that friendship, acceptance 

within the peer group, and popularity are each relatively distinct in their manifestations 

and implications for well-being (Asher & Hymel, 1981; Hoza et al., 2000; Parker & 

Asher, 1993). For example, popularity has been linked with externalising in the form of 

aggression, whereas problems within friendships are more likely to be associated with 

internalising such as loneliness (Prinstein & Cillessen, 2003).  

The focus of the present thesis is on the experiences of adolescents including 

seeking acceptance from peers, pursuing popularity or making friends, and how these 

experiences are associated with social and emotional well-being. Data from several 

Australian samples were utilised, with participants ranging in age from 9 to 17 years 

(referred to as adolescents). Both a developmental approach and an evolutionary 

perspective are applied, drawing from resource control and related theories (e.g., 

Hawley, 1999) as well as other theories of peer relationships and friendship (e.g., 

Hartup & Stevens, 1997, 1999). Guided by these theories, several studies were 

conducted to test hypotheses about the implications of adolescent social experiences, 

both in the peer group and friendships, for social and emotional well-being. These 
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studies are presented as submitted journal articles, as well as a final chapter and a 

discussion.  

Overview of Chapters  

This chapter presents the thesis aims and research design, as well as an overview 

of each succeeding chapter. Chapter 2 then provides a synopsis of the extant literature 

and outlines the theoretical foundations of the thesis. The subsequent four study 

chapters (Chapter 3, 4, 5, & 6) contain journal articles, submitted for publication, which 

present the results of data analyses used to test the hypotheses. Chapter 7 amalgamates 

investigations undertaken in Chapters 4 and 6. The thesis concludes with a general 

discussion (Chapter 8) that reviews findings, implications and contributions to the field. 

Overview of Research Design and Studies  

 Figure 1.1 illustrates the research design and aims. The purpose of each study 

and its contributions to the thesis aims are also outlined. Both developmental (e.g., 

Boivin & Hymel, 1997) and evolutionary perspectives (e.g., Hawley, 1999) have been 

applied, in order to investigate different social experiences, both in the peer group and 

within close friendships, and how these experiences may be associated with well-being. 

The first aim of the thesis, addressed in Study 1 and Study 2, was to investigate 

how social status, in the form of popularity and peer acceptance, and gender, may 

modify the temporal impact of earlier relational aggression and victimisation on later 

peer experiences, and then to consider how such behavioural strategies within the peer 

group are associated with well-being. The second aim of the thesis, addressed in Study 

3, Study 4 and Study 5, was to consider the role of friendship in well-being, as well as 

its contributions in conjunction with social status (see Figure 1.1). 
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Study 4 

Purpose:  To utilise the newly formed friendship 

measure as the basis of a person-centred approach 

assessing how various friendships forms/profiles are 

associated with emotional well-being 

Framework: Deep and surface friendship structures 

and the friendship continuum 

Thesis Aim: 2 

 

Study 5 

Purpose: To profile both adolescent resource 

control strategies and friendship forms in order to 

examine their contribution to social and emotional 

well-being  

Framework: Deep and surface friendship 

structures, Resource Control Theory 

Thesis Aim: 1 and 2 

Peer Group Status and Friendship Forms in Adolescence and Their Social and Emotional Consequences. 
 
 

Aim 1: To investigate how social status, in the form of popularity and peer acceptance, and gender may modify the temporal impact of earlier 

relational aggression and victimisation on later peer experiences, and then to consider how such behavioural strategies within the peer group 

are associated with well-being 

Aim 2: To consider the role of friendship in well-being, as well as its contributions in conjunction with social status 

 

 Study 1 

Purpose: To utilise a variable-centred 

approach, to examine the link between 

relational aggression and victimisation, and 

the moderating role of social status 

(popularity, social preference) and gender 

Design: Longitudinal (N = 328) 

Framework: Social Process Model, Peer 

Socialisation Model 

Thesis Aim: 1 

 

Study 3 

Purpose: To review and consolidate items from 

existing friendship quality measures in order to 

develop a multidimensional adolescent 

friendship measure that can be utilised in 

person-centred research  

Design: Cross-sectional (N = 498) 

Framework: Deep and surface friendship 

structures and the friendship continuum 

Thesis Aim: 2 

 

Study 2 

Purpose: To utilise a person-centred 

approach to profile adolescents’ aggressive 

and prosocial strategies within the peer 

group, and their associations with adolescent 

social and emotional well-being 

Framework: Resource Control Theory 

Thesis Aim: 1 

Design: Cross-sectional (N = 317) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.1 Aims of the thesis, papers, and studies within the thesis 
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Study 1. The primary purpose of Study 1 (see Chapter 3) was to examine the 

link between relational aggression and relational victimisation, using questionnaire data 

from 328 Australian adolescents, aged 9 to13 years, studied over a 7-month period. A 

variable-centred approach was utilised, underpinned by two theoretical models – the 

social process model (Boivin & Hymel, 1997) and the peer-socialisation model (Rose & 

Rudolph, 2006), to examine bidirectional associations between relational aggression and 

victimisation, assessed at two points in time (T1 and T2). The moderating roles of social 

status (popularity and social preference) and gender were also assessed. Thus, Study 1 

(Chapter 3) contributes to Aim 1 of the thesis (see Figure 1.1). 

Study 2. In Study 2 (see Chapter 4), survey data were collected from a cross-

section of 317 Australian adolescents, aged 12 to17 years. A person-centred approach 

was employed to investigate how employing different combinations of aggressive and 

prosocial resource control strategies within the peer group may contribute to adolescent 

social and emotional well-being. Five resource control subtypes were formed - prosocial 

controllers, coercive controllers, noncontrollers, bistrategic controllers, and typical 

controllers - based on the degree to which adolescents enact these prosocial and/or 

aggressive strategies towards peers. Thus, Study 2 (Chapter 4) also contributes to Aim 1 

of the thesis (see Figure 1.1).  

Study 3. The primary purpose of Study 3 (see Chapter 5) was to review and 

consolidate items from existing friendship measures in order to develop a 

multidimensional adolescent friendship scale – the Adolescent Friendship Structure 

Inventory (AFSI; Ferguson, Duffy, & Zimmer-Gembeck, manuscript submitted for 

publication) - which was normed on a sample of Australian adolescents. The 

development of this measure was guided by Hartup and Stevens’ (1997) differentiation 

of deep and surface friendship structure. A pilot study of 83 adolescents provided 
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preliminary data, followed by a primary study of 415 Australian adolescents, aged 12 to 

17 years. Study 3 (Chapter 5) contributes to Aim 2 of the thesis (see Figure 1.1).  

Study 4. Study 4 (see Chapter 6) relied on the same data as in Study 2. 

Associations amongst different friendship types, gender, and adolescent emotional well-

being were investigated, after controlling for popularity and peer acceptance. Using the 

AFSI (Ferguson et al. manuscript submitted for publication), six friendship profiles 

were developed - model friendships, typical friendships, bistrategic alliances, coercive 

alliances, acquaintances, friendless. These profiles were then compared to examine how 

varying combinations of deep and surface friendship structure and negative social 

exchange (coercive power and conditional social regard) are associated with measures 

of emotional and social loneliness, perceived social competence, life satisfaction and 

global self-worth. Thus, Study 4 (Chapter 6) also contributes to Aim 2 (see Figure 1.1).  

Study 5. Finally, Study 5 (see Chapter 7) amalgamated the investigations 

undertaken in Study 2 and Study 4, examining both the five resource control subtypes 

and the six friendship profiles, which had previously been examined separately, in order 

to determine their contributions to adolescent well-being. In addition, social status and 

gender were incorporated, by controlling for their effects. Thus, Study 5 contributes to 

Aim 1 and Aim 2 of the thesis (see Figure 1.1). 

The next chapter (Chapter 2) presents an overview of the theoretical and 

empirical foundations of the thesis, including definitions, models and frameworks.  
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CHAPTER 2 

Overview of Theory, Assumptions, Definitions, and Approach 

As social beings, it is part of human nature to pursue the need to belong 

(Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Heinrich & Gullone, 2006). In fact, this fundamental 

motivation, with its capacity to permeate our thoughts, emotional reactions and 

interpersonal behaviour, has been demonstrated across the lifespan, and without 

partiality to race, culture or language (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Heinrich & Gullone, 

2006). The desire to belong is often fulfilled through social experiences, such as those 

within the peer group or among close friends, and can affirm one’s competence and 

value and facilitate feelings of well-being (Erdley et al., 2001). However, if the goal to 

belong during adolescence is thwarted, what is subsequently experienced is often 

described as the social equivalent of physical pain (Eisenberger & Lieberman, 2004).  

That is, either limited social involvement or predominantly negative peer 

interactions are likely to result in a sense of deprivation manifesting as loneliness, 

which is often described as a sad or aching sense of isolation, associated with a longing 

for contact or closeness with others or a discrepancy between actual and ideal 

relationships (Asher & Paquette, 2003; Bukowski, Hoza, & Boivin, 1994; Heinrich & 

Gullone, 2006; Parkhurst & Hopmeyer, 1998). Persistent or transient feelings of 

loneliness are of particular relevance in the developmental period of adolescence (12 

to18 years of age; Peterson, 2004), reflecting the increased need for interpersonal 

intensity at this time (Medora & Woodward, 1986; Rotenberg, 1999; Wood, 1986). 

Other impacts of a lack of belongingness may include low self-worth, low life 

satisfaction, and feelings of less social competence (Baumeister & Leary, 1995, La 

Guardia, Ryan, Crouchman, & Deci, 2000). 
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Adolescent Well-being 

The aim of the present thesis was to assess the ways in which the social 

experiences of Australian adolescents are related to variations in social and emotional 

well-being (Bagwell, Schmidt, Newcomb, & Bukowski, 2001), including social and 

emotional loneliness, global self-worth and life satisfaction. In the present thesis, 

loneliness was considered to be multidimensional, and was differentiated according to 

Weiss’s (1973, 1982) typology. Specifically, social loneliness, which stems from 

diminished social integration, was distinguished from emotional loneliness, arising from 

the lack of a close friend. Empirical evidence has supported this distinction (Dykstra & 

Fokkema, 2007; Hojat, 1982; Russell, Cutrona, Rose, & Yurko, 1984) with studies 

showing that emotional loneliness is not diminished by substituting peer acceptance for 

intimate friendship (Heinrich & Gullone, 2006).  

Global self-worth and life satisfaction were also utilised as measures of well-

being, respectively defined as the way in which individuals feel about themselves, and 

how satisfied they are with their lives in general (Bosson, Brown, Zeigler-Hill, & 

Swann, 2003; Dubois & Tevendale, 1999; Harter, 1999; Shirk, Burwell & Harter., 

2003). With their potential to pervade social, academic and personal life domains, these 

measures have often been utilised to assess general well-being (Proctor, Linley, & 

Maltby, 2009) and may be particularly relevant during adolescence due to the multitude 

of interpersonal stressors experienced at this time (Harter, 1999).  

Social competence was a fourth measure of well-being included in the present 

thesis. Social competence has been described as the perceived ability to effectively 

attain and maintain desired social outcomes (e.g., popularity, peer acceptance, close 

friendships) that is acquired and reinforced by interacting with one's environment 

(Boyum & Parke, 1995; Ladd, 1999; Merrell & Gimpel, 2014). Low social competence 
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has been associated with academic underachievement, as well as an increased risk of 

developing a range of mental health conditions (Mazza, Fleming, Abbot, Haggerty, & 

Catalano, 2010; Segrin, Hanzal, Donnerstein, Taylor, & Domschke, 2007). In the 

present thesis, this variable is also considered within the broader context of well-being, 

including the methods through which social competence is obtained. For example, 

adolescents who attain popularity within the peer group through a combination of 

prosocial and aggressive means (Hawley et al., 2007) may report high levels of social 

competence yet score lower on other measures such as loneliness.  

Social Status with Peers 

Early researchers considered the social status variables, popularity and peer 

group acceptance, interchangeably (e.g., Koch, 1933), employing a homogenous 

classification system which was widely cited in the peer relations literature throughout 

the 1980's and early 1990's, as it provided a foundation to assess correlates, antecedents 

and consequences of peer rejection (see Asher & Coie, 1990 for a review). More 

recently, however, social status has been re-conceptualised to form distinct subtypes 

that more accurately reflect its heterogeneous and complex nature (e.g., Luthar & 

McMahon, 1996; Parkhurst & Hopmeyer, 1998). As part of this contemporary 

classification, numerous terms have been employed in combination and also 

differentiated in various ways throughout the literature (e.g., sociometric and perceived 

popularity; Parkhurst & Hopmeyer). However, in this thesis, the well-validated 

distinction between peer acceptance, defined as being well-liked by peers, and 

popularity, defined in terms of power and social dominance (Cillessen & Marks, 2011), 

was employed.  

Peer acceptance and popularity are both important to well-being, promoting 

feelings of belonging (or lack of belonging) during adolescence (Hoza et al., 2000). 



Peer Group and Friendship Forms in Adolescence 9 

 

However, empirical evidence has established their small to moderate correlation as well 

as their distinct associations and implications (Parkhurst & Hopmeyer, 1998). On the 

one hand, peer acceptance is considered a predecessor of friendship, with well-accepted 

adolescents afforded more opportunities to establish close supportive friends (Bukowski 

& Newcomb, 1984; Oldenburg & Kerns, 1997). On the other hand, popularity signifies 

social hierarchy ascent, visibility and salience within the peer group, goals which can 

often be at odds with those of friendship formation (Hartup & Stevens, 1999; Litwack, 

Aikins, & Cillessen, 2012). These two constructs have also shown distinct behavioural 

associations. Whereas peer acceptance has been associated with mainly prosocial 

characteristics such as cooperation, kindness and trustworthiness (LaFontana & 

Cillessen, 2002), popularity has been linked with both positive and negative attributes 

(Pellegrini & Bartini, 2001). Distinct correlates of popularity include dominance 

(Hawley, 2003), prosocial behaviour and attractiveness (LaFontana & Cillessen), a good 

sense of humour (Vaillancourt & Hymel, 2006) and, of interest to the thesis, social 

behaviours such as aggression (Cillessen & Rose, 2005).  

Aggression and Victimisation 

Overt and relational forms. Historically, researchers employed a gender 

specific, unidimensional conceptualisation of aggression with an emphasis on boys 

perpetrating physically aggressive acts (e.g., Buss, 1961; Hyde, 1984; Maccoby & 

Jacklin, 1974). In fact, it was not until the 1980s and early 1990s, coinciding with the 

re-conceptualisation of social status, that aggression was redefined as a 

multidimensional construct, incorporating less direct forms (e.g., rumour spreading, 

social exclusion) which were thought to be more typical of girls (Cairns, Cairns, 

Neckerman, Ferguson, & Gariépy, 1989; Crick, 1995, 1996; Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; 

Lagerspetz, Björkqvist, & Peltonen, 1988; Lancelotta & Vaughn, 1989).  
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Amid the multiple classifications which have emerged in the contemporary 

literature to describe aggressive behaviour (e.g., direct, material, relational, 

instrumental), two predominant forms can be meaningfully distinguished. Overt 

aggression involves verbal and physical behaviours directly intended to cause harm and 

can include hitting, threatening or insulting (Coie & Dodge, 1998). Conversely, 

relationally aggressive behaviours focus on alliance dissolution such as ostracism and 

purposefully withdrawing friendship and damaging relationships (Cairns et al., 1989). 

Despite the consistent moderate correlations found between these two constructs (Crick 

& Grotpeter, 1995), data from numerous studies have maintained their distinction (e.g., 

Little, Henrich, Jones, & Hawley, 2003). 

In more recent research, the overt and relational aggression distinction has also 

been employed to re-evaluate and clarify gender differences in aggressive tendencies. 

Generally, boys are found to be more overtly aggressive and girls more relationally 

aggressive (Berkowitz, 1993; Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Parke & Slaby, 1983; Xie, 

Farmer, & Cairns, 2003; Zimmer-Gembeck, Geiger, & Crick, 2005). As an explanation, 

gender role socialisation (Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974) and gender schema theories (Bem, 

1981) suggest that girls are discouraged from displaying overt aggression more so than 

boys, and instead behave in relationally aggressive ways (Archer, 2004; Coie & Dodge, 

1998; Parke & Slaby, 1983). However, other researchers have found no gender 

differences in aggressive strategies employed (Henington, Hughes, Cavell, & 

Thompson, 1998; Phillipsen, Deptula, & Cohen, 1999; Rys & Bear, 1997; Xie et al., 

2003; Zimmer-Gembeck et al., 2005) and some studies have even shown that boys are 

more likely to display relational aggression than girls (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; David 

& Kistner, 2000; Hawley et al., 2003; Salmivalli & Kaukiainen, 2004; Tomada & 

Schneider, 1997).  
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These discrepant findings, particularly regarding relational aggression among 

boys, have been attributed, at least in part, to a developmental trend toward more 

relationally aggressive behaviour among both boys and girls in adolescence (Little et 

al., 2003). With verbal and social skill acquisition and development, more sophisticated 

aggressive strategies are employed (Björkqvist, Lagerspetz, & Kaukiainen, 1992). 

According to Björkqvist (1994), aggression displayed among young children without 

verbal skills is predominantly physical in nature. Then, displays of relational aggression 

increase exponentially by 11 years of age, especially among girls. Perhaps, at this time, 

the inherent subtlety of relational aggression is more socially acceptable within the peer 

group (see Björkqvist 1994; Crick, Casas, & Ku, 1999).  

Interrelations between aggression and victimisation: The social process and 

peer socialization models. However, there is also the potential for maladaptive 

outcomes following the recurrent use of relationally aggressive behaviours during 

adolescence (e.g., Stadler, Feifel, Rohrmann, Vermeiren, & Poustka, 2010). For 

example, peer relational victimisation has been identified in the literature as a distinct 

correlate of relational aggression, with both representing enduring adverse experiences 

(Grills & Ollendick, 2002; Hawker & Boulton, 2000; Kochenderfer & Ladd, 1996; 

Nakamoto & Schwartz, 2010; Reijntjes, Kamphuis, Prinzie, & Telch, 2010; Stadler et 

al., 2010). Two theoretical frameworks – the social process model (Boivin & Hymel, 

1997) and the peer-socialisation model (Rose & Rudolph, 2006) - are relied upon in the 

present thesis. Particularly, in Study 1, it was proposed that relational aggression and 

relational victimisation are likely to be bidirectionally associated, such that each may 

prompt increases in the other over time (Ostrov & Godleski, 2013; Troop-Gordon & 

Ladd, 2005).  
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First, the social process model (Boivin & Hymel, 1997) proposes that, when 

children or early adolescents display particular patterns of social behaviour within the 

peer group, such as relational aggression, this may, in turn, influence peer attitudes, 

which are communicated through victimisation (referred to as the relational aggression-

victimisation link). The direction of these effects has been supported for both overt and 

relational aggression and victimisation, albeit in middle childhood and for girls only in 

the relational form (Boivin, Hymel, & Hodges, 2001; Ostrov, 2008). Conversely, in the 

peer-socialisation model (Rose & Rudolph, 2006), victimisation is expected to precede 

aggression, with vulnerable, victimised children and adolescents modelling aggressive 

acts in subsequent interactions with peers (referred to as the relational victimisation-

aggression link). This alternate model has also been empirically supported in two short-

term longitudinal studies in early childhood (Ostrov, 2010) and preadolescence (Yeung 

& Leadbeater, 2007). 

Some longitudinal research has provided support for these bidirectional 

associations. Particularly, Ostrov and Godleski (2013) found that relational aggression 

in middle childhood was significantly associated with future relational victimisation, 

even after controlling for physical aggression and gender, and also that relational 

victimization in third grade predicted relational aggression in sixth grade. Even so, in 

the extant literature, the aggression-victimisation (victimisation-aggression) link is not 

consistently demonstrated and temporal associations can often be weak (Mathieson et 

al., 2011; Ostrov & Godleski, 2013; Zimmer-Gembeck & Duffy, 2014; Zimmer-

Gembeck & Pronk, 2012). As such, researchers have called for clarification and 

expansion of this research (e.g., Hoglund, Lalonde, & Leadbeater, 2008; Ostrov & 

Godleski, 2013; Zimmer-Gembeck & Duffy, 2014). Specifically, it has been suggested 

that the consideration of potential moderators may further explain how aggression and 
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victimisation co-occur and escalate over time. In response to this call, the moderating 

role of social status and gender in the aggression-victimisation (victimisation-

aggression) link are investigated in Study 1 of the thesis. This is important, considering 

the evidence that the peer context can structure peer interactions, and that status with 

peers matters for understanding when aggression and victimisation occur and who tends 

to be aggressive and victimised (Coleman & Byrd, 2003; Prinstein & Cillessen, 2003). 

Resource control theory. In the present thesis, an evolutionary perspective, in 

the form of resource control theory (RCT; Hawley, 1999), was also considered to assist 

with explanations of when aggression occurs, how adolescents may be organised into 

profiles based on their predisposition to employ this form of social behaviour, and the 

potentially moderating role of social status. Specifically, in Studies 2 and 5 traditional 

evolutionary ideologies are integrated with modern research methodology through the 

use of a person-centred approach. This approach aimed to highlight particular processes 

that are specific to persons who share certain qualities (Laursen & Hoff, 2006; Hiatt, 

Laursen, Mooney, & Rubin, 2015). This is in contrast to the variable-centred approach 

employed in Study 1, which utilised mean level differences to emphasise processes that 

are presumed to be widespread among members of a population. The aim of Study 2 

was to profile adolescents’ social strategies within the peer group, in order to further 

explain, for example, the potential for emotionally maladaptive outcomes amongst 

aggressive youth. That is, aggression, when used effectively, has been shown to 

enhance peer group reputation and visibility (Cillessen & Mayeux, 2004; Schwartz & 

Hopmeyer Gorman, 2011). However, there is also the potential for aggression to repel 

peers, leading to social exclusion and increased feelings of loneliness (e.g., Juvonen, 

Graham, & Schuster, 2003). Study 2 uses RCT (Hawley, 1999) in order to further 

elucidate these associations.  
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In its essence, RCT (Hawley, 1999) describes an inherent dualism, whereby, in 

the pursuit of social resources (e.g., power, popularity), individuals may be inclined to 

display either aggression or cooperation or some combination of the two,with the latter 

perhaps the most socially advantageous (Hawley, 2003). Specifically, in order to gain 

power and popularity within the peer group, RCT allows for the use of coercive 

strategies, which may include threats and deception (Hawley, Shorey, & Alderman, 

2009) and/or the use prosocial strategies, which utilise cooperative unions and 

emphasise positive social exchange (Hogan, 1983; Trivers, 1971). That cooperation 

could be a naturally selected alternative to competition (Kropotkin, 1902) was a notion 

that nuanced the assumptions of traditional evolutionary literature, where in strategies 

utilised to gain popularity were classified as primarily aggressive in nature (e.g., male-

male competition for females; Darwin, 1871).  

Resource control theorists recognise that all young children start with limited 

social resources, but begin to acquire strategies throughout middle childhood and early 

adolescence that may assist or hinder their social resource acquisition, depending on the 

strategy employed (Hawley, 1999). This is because, paradoxically, members of one’s 

peer group are needed to gain social resources, but are also rivals for resource 

acquisition (Hawley, 2003). Thus, a  delicate balance must be achieved whereby 

collective harmony is maintained whilst engaging in social hierarchy ascent. These 

goals are not mutually exlcusive, nor may they be universally achievable, with relative 

success in one domain not guaranteeing success in the other (Gest, Graham-Bermann, & 

Hartup, 2001). In order to examine how particular combinations of resource control 

strategies manifest for different individuals, RCT (Hawley, 1999) employs a uniquely 

informative person-centred approach to identify five resource control subtypes - 

prosocial controllers, typical controllers, bistrategic controllers, coercive controllers and 
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noncontrollers - based on their use of aggressive and/or prosocial strategies for social 

resource acquisition. 

Those who effectively employ both prosocial and coercive strategies and 

consequently succeed with social resource acquisition are often described as bistrategic 

or Machiavellian and are able to achieve the unique balance between getting along and 

getting ahead (Hawley, Little, & Card, 2008; Pellegrini, Roseth, Van Ryzin, & Solberg, 

2011). Theorists have described bistrategic controllers as well accepted and popular 

among their peers during childhood and adolescence, as well as extroverted and 

aggressive (Hawley, 2003). This is in contrast with strategies employed by prosocial 

controllers, coercive controllers, typical controllers and noncontrollers (see Hawley, 

2002, 2003), which are described in more detail in Study 2 (Chapter 4).  

In their pursuit to belong, as well as becoming more socially integrated and 

attaining social status, adolescents’ desire to form and maintain enduring, positive social 

relationships may be fulfilled via close relationships with friends. In the thesis, both 

forms of social experiences are investigated, in order to determine their associations 

with adolescent social and emotional well-being.  

Friendship 

During adolescence, close, supportive friendships may be of particular 

importance, as this is when the structure and the quality of peer relationships produce 

both new demands and new opportunities for social and emotional growth (Collins & 

Steinberg, 2006). Furthermore, research has shown that children without friends are 

lonelier and exhibit other forms of psychological maladaptation (Parker & Asher, 1993; 

Parker, Rubin, Price, & de Rosier, 1995). In the present thesis, the conceptualisation and 

operationalisation of adolescent friendship was considered in Study 3, as well as Study 
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4, which examined the associations of various friendship forms and adolescent 

emotional well-being.  

The early theoretical foundations of child and adolescent friendship research 

were laid by Jean Piaget (1926/1965), with his theory of moral development, and Harry 

Stack Sullivan (1953), who developed a neo-Freudian interpersonal friendship 

approach. Whilst Piaget emphasised the uniquely egalitarian nature of friendship and its 

assistance with moral autonomy development, Sullivan focused on the centrality of 

friendship to the development of personality. According to Sullivan, friendships may be 

seen as equivalent to a first romantic liaison in emerging adolescence with mutual 

sensitivity developing through self-disclosure, reciprocity, similarity and collaboration.  

The theoretical work of both Piaget and Sullivan, with their assumptions about 

the unidimensionality of friendship, as well as its features, quality, and effects on social 

development, inspired a subsequent surge of empirical investigation and validation 

(Berndt, 1996). For example, Willard Hartup’s (1996) reconceptualisation of friendship 

as multidimensional had far reaching influence at this time, with implications for 

behaviourism, social exchange theory, cognitive and interpersonal theories and 

attachment (Bagwell & Schmidt, 2011). Importantly, this empirical investigation 

elaborated on conceptual understanding, unearthing challenges to traditional 

suppositions, such as Piaget's (1926) notion of friendship egalitarianism. That is, 

competition within a friendship, which was traditionally assumed to promote cognitive 

development via the achievement of equilibrium, was instead shown through empirical 

validation to promote inequality and create tension among friends (Youniss, 1980).  

Despite these abundant advances, researchers in this field continued to be 

challenged to uniformly classify the construct of friendship, incorporating a full range 

of theoretically derived friendship features into a single multidimensional scale 
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(Bagwell & Schmidt, 2011; Bukowski & Sippola, 2005; Furman, 1996). As such, within 

the present thesis, particularly in Study 3, an empirical review and consolidation of the 

friendship literature was undertaken, in order to identify existing friendship measures 

(e.g., Arunkumar & Dharmangadan, 2001; Bukowski et al., 1994; Furman & 

Buhrmester, 1985; Parker & Asher, 1993; Sharabany, 1994; Shulman, Laursen, 

Kalman, & Karpovsky, 1997). Following this review, a comprehensive definition was 

established for the thesis, whereby adolescent friendship was defined as a same-sex, 

voluntary, dyadic, horizontal relationship with equality and reciprocity at its core 

(Bagwell & Schmidt, 2011; Bukowski & Hoza, 1989; Rubin, Bukowski, & Parker, 

2006). This definition was then aligned to incorporate deep friendship structures (i.e., 

the core of a relationship) and surface friendship structures (i.e., the actual exchanges 

that occur between friends; Hartup & Stevens, 1997).  

The Adolescent Friendship Structure Inventory (AFSI; Ferguson et al., 

manuscript submitted for publication) is the culmination of the abovementioned 

empirical and theoretical review. Consistent with theory (Hartup & Stevens, 1997), this 

new measure includes dimensions of surface friendship structure, with its tendency to 

describe social exchanges and situations that occur within friendships, which is 

distinguished from deep friendship structure, or intimacy. In order to more 

comprehensively assess adolescent friendship, the AFSI also allows for some 

adolescents to nominate a dyadic relationship characterised by conditional social regard 

(e.g., ignoring, excluding) and/or coercive power (e.g., hitting, punching).These 

relationships would not meet the abovementioned definition of  “friend” and can 

therefore be differentiated in Study 3 by the subscales of the AFSI, allowing for the 

emergence of subtle, yet important distinctions inherent to adolescent friendship. 
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Subsequently, in Study 4, the AFSI was used to assess the contributions of 

various friendship types, in combination with gender, to adolescent well-being, after 

controlling for social status (popularity and peer acceptance). Specifically, a person-

centred approach was utilised to create six profiles, including five friendship profiles, 

based on the subscales of the AFSI, and one group of adolescents without reciprocally 

nominated friends (friendless). Within the five friendship profiles, model friendships 

were characterised by frequent positive social exchanges (e.g., spending time together), 

high levels of intensity (e.g. intimate self-disclosure), and infrequent negative social 

exchange (e.g., conflict). In comparison, within typical friendships, frequent positive 

social exchanges would also occur, albeit with less intensity and more frequent conflict. 

Adolescents within bistrategic alliances frequently reported both positive and negative 

social exchanges in combination with moderate intensity, whereas those within coercive 

alliances were more likely to report negative social exchange, low intensity and minimal 

positivity. Finally, adolescents describing acquaintances, were not likely to experience 

positive or negative social exchanges within their dyads and were more likely to report 

that intensity was low.  

Finally, within Study 5, both the resource control subtypes and the friendship 

profiles were examined, to determine their associations with adolescent social and 

emotional well-being. Therefore, this study amalgamates the work undertaken in Study 

2 and Study 4 which examined peer group processes and friendship profiles separately. 

In addition, social status and gender were incorporated in Study 5, both by controlling 

for their effects and via the examination of their unique associations with adolescent 

well-being. Overall, this final study contributed to both aims of the thesis.  
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Summary of Chapter 2 

 Chapter 2 provided a conceptual and theoretical overview of the thesis. One of 

the most important themes described in this chapter is that of belongingness during 

adolescence, with this fundamental need potentially being fulfilled via the peer group 

and close friendships. A second recurring theme concerned how different types of 

friendship and various resource control strategies contribute to adolescents’ social and 

emotional well-being. The importance of belonging within the peer group has been well 

established, as have the benefits of a close and supportive friendship. However, peer 

relationships that are characterised by conflictual social exchanges tend to be 

maladaptive. The literature reviewed in this chapter demonstrates the importance of 

considering both social and emotional forms of adolescent well-being in order to 

provide further insight into the social complexities inherent at this distinctive 

developmental time.  

The next four chapters are presented as peer reviewed journal articles. Study 1 

(Chapter 3) investigates whether relational aggression and victimisation, are 

bidirectionally interrelated across time, including popularity and peer acceptance as 

moderators. Study 2 (Chapter 4), profiles adolescents’ aggressive and prosocial 

strategies within the peer group, after controlling for the previously acknowledged 

benefits of social status, with a focus on different combinations of these behaviours and 

how they may be associated with adolescent emotional well-being. Study 3 (Chapter 5) 

presents a review and empirical consolidation of the literature that culminated in the 

development of a new friendship scale, the AFSI. The AFSI was subsequently utilised 

in Study 4 (Chapter 6) and Study 5 (Chapter 7) as part of person-centred research to 

investigate the impact of different friendship types and resource control subtypes on 

adolescents’ social and emotional well-being.  
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CHAPTER 3 

A Longitudinal Study of Relational Aggression and Victimisation in Early 

Adolescence: Gender Differences in the Moderating Effects of Social Status 

Chapter 3 presents Study 1 of the thesis, which is a journal article that has been 

accepted for publication. In this study, peer nomination data were collected at two times 

(T1 and T2), over a 7-month period, from a sample of 328 urban Australian early 

adolescents, aged 9 to 13 years. Data were then analysed with the aim to investigate 

how social status, in the form of popularity and peer acceptance, and gender may 

modify the temporal impact of earlier relational aggression and victimisation on later 

peer experiences. Thus, Study 1 contributes to Aim 1 of the thesis. Theoretical 

perspectives including the social process model (Boivin & Hymel, 1997), the peer 

socialisation model (Rose & Rudolph, 2006), gender schema and gender socialisation 

theories (Bem, 1981; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974) were used to inform the research 

questions, variables and hypotheses.  
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Study 1 

A Longitudinal Study of Relational Aggression and Victimisation in Early 

Adolescence: Gender Differences in the Moderating Effects of Social Status 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ferguson, S., Zimmer-Gembeck, M. J., & Duffy, A. (in press). A longitudinal study of 

relational aggression and victimisation in early adolescence: Gender differences in the 

moderating effects of social status. Journal of Relationship Research.  
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Abstract 

Relational aggression is defined as behaviours intended to harm others by damaging 

their relationships. Drawing from two theoretical perspectives, the social process model 

and the peer socialisation model, we tested how relational aggression and victimisation 

could influence each other over time, and examined peer status and gender as 

moderators of these bidirectional associations. We hypothesised that aggression would 

lead to increasing victimisation and victimisation to increasing aggression, and that the 

association from aggression to later victimisation would be weaker for more popular 

and preferred youth, especially girls. Participants were 328 Australian early adolescents 

(172 boys, 156 girls) in grades 5, 6 or 7 who nominated classmates who were 

aggressive, victimised, popular and preferred. Results showed support for the role of 

status and gender in the bidirectional associations between aggression and victimisation. 

Supporting our hypothesis, relational aggression was associated with more T2 relational 

victimisation only among adolescents who were low in popularity and only among girls 

with low social preference. Victimisation was positively associated with T2 aggressive 

behaviour only among more popular girls. One association was also found for boys. 

Relational victimisation was associated with less T2 aggression among popular boys.  

These findings highlight the complexities introduced by gender and social status for the 

unfolding of early adolescent relational aggression and victimisation.   

Key words: relational aggression, popularity, social status, gender  
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A Longitudinal Study of Relational Aggression and Victimisation in Early 

Adolescence: Gender Differences in the Moderating Effects of Social Status 

In later childhood and adolescence, peer-to-peer aggression and victimisation 

represent recurrent and enduring adverse experiences, which have been linked, both 

concurrently and over time, to a range of mental health conditions and school 

adjustment difficulties (Hawker & Boulton, 2000; Nakamoto & Schwartz, 2010; 

Reijntjes et al., 2010; Stadler et al., 2010). In particular, relational aggression and 

victimisation , defined as the perpetration or receipt of behaviours intended to harm via 

damaging social relationships, have been linked to both adaptive and maladaptive 

functioning (Card, Stucky, Sawalani, & Little, 2008; Zimmer-Gembeck et al., 2005). 

For example, relational aggression has been associated with elevated depressive 

symptoms (Zimmer-Gembeck, Hunter, & Pronk, 2007), delinquent behaviour (Crick, 

Ostrov, & Werner, 2006), being disliked by peers (Zimmer-Gembeck et al., 2005), and 

peer victimisation (Crick & Bigbee, 1998; Sullivan, Farrell, & Kliewer, 2006). What 

has been more surprising, however, is that relational aggression has also been associated 

with more popularity (Hawley, Little, & Card, 2007; Zimmer-Gembeck, Pronk, 

Goodwin, Mastro, & Crick, 2013) and greater social intelligence (Björkqvist, Österman, 

& Kaukiainen, 2000). This reflects the idea and findings of past research showing that 

relational aggression and victimisation may occur among both socially isolated 

adolescents and as well as those who are more popular (Pronk & Zimmer-Gembeck, 

2010; Zimmer-Gembeck et al., 2013), implying that the unfolding and escalation of 

aggression and victimisation over time may depend on status. Our aim in the present 

study was to test temporal associations between adolescent relational aggression and 

victimisation, while also identifying whether these associations over time may be 

weaker when adolescents are more popular and liked, especially when the focus is on 
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girls as compared to boys. 

Social Process and Peer Socialisation Models of Aggression and Victimisation 

Before discussing the roles of social status and gender in relational aggression 

and victimisation, it is important to focus on how relational aggression and victimisation 

may influence each other over time. Two theories have most commonly been relied 

upon to explain the unfolding of the associations between aggression and victimisation. 

Taken together, these theories highlight that aggression and victimisation can be 

bidirectionally associated, with victimisation preceding increasing aggression, as well as 

aggression preceding increasing victimisation. The first model, often referred to as the 

social process model (Boivin & Hymel, 1997), proposes that stable behavioural 

tendencies, such as aggression, can lead to challenging peer encounters, such as 

victimisation over time (Boivin et al., 2001). That is, when children or early adolescents 

tend to display particular patterns of social behaviour within the peer group, such as 

aggression, this may, in turn, influence peer attitudes, which are primarily 

communicated through behaviours such as victimisation (Boivin & Hymel). In support 

of this theory and also suggesting the importance of gender, Ostrov (2008), when 

studying young children, found that relational aggression was predictive of increasing 

relational victimisation over time, but only for girls.  

The second model, the peer-socialisation model (Rose & Rudolph, 2006), has 

emphasised peer victimisation and its association with increasing aggression over time. 

Specifically, victimisation is expected to precede aggression, with aggression 

considered a socially reinforced form of retaliation. That is, vulnerable, victimised 

children and adolescents may learn to respond in kind, modelling aggressive acts in 

subsequent interactions with peers (Ostrov, 2010). The peer socialisation model has 

been empirically supported in two short-term longitudinal studies with relational 
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victimisation associated with increasing relational aggression over time in early 

childhood (Ostrov, 2010) and preadolescence (Yeung & Leadbeater, 2007). 

Social Status as a Moderator 

When the social process and peer socialisation models are taken together, 

aggression and victimisation should be reciprocally associated over time. Recently, 

Ostrov and Godleski (2013) tested these interrelations, with findings showing support 

for both the peer socialisation and social process models in their sample of children and 

young adolescents. Specifically, bidirectional associations were found between 

aggression against peers and victimisation by peers over a 3-year period. Despite these 

findings, associations between aggression and victimisation over time do not always co-

occur and temporal influences can be small (Mathieson et al., 2011; Ostrov & Godleski, 

2013; Zimmer-Gembeck & Pronk, 2012; Zimmer-Gembeck & Duffy, 2014). One 

possibility is that there are other characteristics of individual adolescents or other 

aspects of the peer social world that may weaken or strengthen the temporal 

associations between relational aggression and victimisation. For example, in a 

longitudinal study supporting the social process model, Zimmer-Gembeck and Duffy 

(2014) found that girls who were relationally aggressive and high in emotional 

sensitivity (defined as rejection sensitivity, fear of negative evaluation, and avoidance of 

peer intimacy) showed higher and increasing victimisation over time, but these same 

associations were not found for aggressive girls who were low in emotional sensitivity 

and it was not found for boys. In this same study, the peer socialisation model was also 

tested, but no associations were found between earlier relational victimisation and later 

aggressive behaviour.  

Therefore, it is possible that girls low in emotional sensitivity were protected in 

some way from relational victimisation by their peers, even when they themselves were 
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relationally aggressive.  One possibility is that girls low in emotional sensitivity were 

protected because of their relatively higher status with peers. This suggests that peer 

social status could moderate the associations between relational aggression and 

victimisation over time. In particular, two possible social status moderators have been 

suggested, including being more accepted (i.e., liked or being preferred) by peers and 

being more central, prominent and popular (Zimmer-Gembeck & Duffy, 2014). It is 

somewhat surprising that social status has not often been examined as a moderator of 

the bidirectional links between relational aggression and victimisation over time, 

particularly given the range of evidence that shows social status can structure peer 

interactions (Coleman & Byrd, 2003; Prinstein & Cillessen, 2003). That is, peer status 

in the form of more popularity (Hawley, 1999) and greater peer acceptance (Cillessen & 

Marks, 2011; Luthar & McMahon, 1996; Parkhurst & Hopmeyer, 1998) has been 

shown to protect children and adolescents from peer rejection or victimisation that can 

occur in response to frequently enacted aggressive acts (Bierman, Smoot, & Aumiller, 

1993; Nangle & Foster, 1992; Ostrov & Godleski, 2013; Pellegrini & Long, 2002; 

Vaillancourt, Hymel, & McDougall, 2003; Volling, MacKinnon-Lewis, Rabiner, & 

Baradaran, 1993).   

Thus, in the pattern of the social process model (Boivin & Hymel, 1997) and as 

suggested in previous research (Zimmer-Gembeck & Duffy, 2014), young people with 

more relationally aggressive behavioural tendencies may be at less risk of relational 

victimisation because they have greater status with their peers. That is, both popularity 

and peer group acceptance could protect against peer victimisation, even when popular 

and accepted youth are aggressive. Both groups have power and authority (and perhaps 

generally prosocial reputations) in the peer group that may preclude victimisation in 

response to their aggression (de Bruyn Cillesen, & Wissink, 2010). Also, in the pattern 
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of the peer socialisation model (Rose & Rudolph, 2006), unpopular, victimised children 

and adolescents may become increasingly aggressive over time in an attempt to induce 

fear among their peers or because they have little other way to exert power or authority 

(Kirkpatrick, Waugh, Valencia, & Webster, 2002).  In the present study, we expand on 

previous work by considering social status as a moderator of the aggression-

victimisation (or victimisation-aggression) link.   

Gender Differences and Moderation 

Gender differences in aggression and victimisation are common considerations 

in research. However, the findings are quite varied across studies. Some researchers 

have reported no difference in the relational aggression and victimisation reported by 

boys and girls (Atlas & Pepler, 1998; Henington et al., 1999; Paquette & Underwood, 

1999; Phillipsen et al., 1999). Moreover, gender moderation also finds no support in 

some research, with no support for gender moderation of the aggression-victimisation 

link in one study (Mathieson et al., 2011). However, in other studies, gender-specific 

associations (e.g., Archer, 2004; Coie & Dodge, 1998; Galen & Underwood, 1997; 

Maccoby, 1998) and the conditional effects of gender in the association between 

aggression and various psychosocial outcomes have been demonstrated (Ostrov & 

Godleski, 2013; Zimmer-Gembeck & Duffy, 2014). For example, in one longitudinal 

study, relational aggression and relational victimisation were associated over time, but 

only for girls (Ostrov, 2008).  According to gender schema theories, exposure to 

dissimilar social norms may foster more relational than physical aggression and 

victimisation among girls, and prompt boys to be the perpetrators and victims of overtly 

aggressive acts (Bem, 1981; Berkowitz, 1993; Block, 1983; Crick et al., 1999; Crick & 

Grotpeter, 1995; Ostrov & Godleski, 2010; Parke & Slaby, 1983; Xie et al., 2003; 

Zimmer-Gembeck et al., 2005).  
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In light of this emphasis on gender in past research and the need to clarify 

gender differences and moderation, gender moderation was examined in the present 

study. The inclusion of the combined moderating effect of gender and social status also 

arose from previous research, which has highlighted the "two cultures" of boys and girls 

when considering social status and other aspects of child development (Maccoby, 1998; 

Rose, Glick, & Smith, 2011; Rose & Rudolph, 2006). For example, studies have 

highlighted the stronger associations between popularity and social acceptance for boys 

compared to girls (Cillessen & Mayeux, 2004; LaFontana & Cillessen, 2002). It has 

also been suggested that more frequently enacted or more gender-specific behaviours 

might also be moderately to strongly correlated with social status (Rose et al., 2011). 

For example, ethnographic research has illustrated that popular girls’ act in relationally 

aggressive ways in order to gain competiveness in pursuit of popularity whereas 

physical and verbal fighting skills are important correlates of popularity for boys (e.g., 

Adler, Kless, & Adler, 1992). Therefore, in the present study the moderating roles of 

gender and social status were considered as part of all analyses in order to advance 

understanding of social status and gender as moderators of longitudinal associations 

between relational aggression and victimisation.   

The Present Study  

In sum, social process (Boivin & Hymel, 1997) and peer-socialisation (Rose & 

Rudolph, 2006) models suggest prospective and bidirectional associations of adolescent 

relational aggression with relational victimisation. The first aim of this study was to 

examine these bidirectional associations. In addition, because it has been suggested that 

social status with peers will structure how aggression and victimisation unfold over time 

(Ostrov & Godleski, 2013; Zimmer-Gembeck & Duffy, 2014), a second aim was to 

investigate the hypothesis that high social status would weaken the temporal association 
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of relational aggression with later victimisation, while also testing whether this 

moderation by status is more striking among girls as compared to boys.  

Method 

Participants  

The participants were 185 boys (49%) and 172 girls (51%) in grades 5 (n = 130), 

6 (n =132) and 7 (n = 96; age 9 to 13, M = 11.00, SD = 1.00) in two urban Australian 

schools. The majority of students (90%) were aged 10, 11 and 12 years. They completed 

two assessments during a school year, with a lag between assessments of seven months. 

Wave 1 of the study comprised 357 students. Of these students, 13 boys and 16 girls did 

not complete wave 2 of data collection. All participants had returned a signed parental 

consent form  and assented to participate in the study. According to information from 

the schools, the school body included those in the low-middle to high-middle range of 

socioeconomic status, and ethnicity represented the region from which the schools were 

selected, with approximately 90% white/Australian or New Zealander and 10% Asian, 

Aboriginal Australian, Maori, Middle Eastern or from other sociocultural backgrounds.   

Measures  

A peer nomination instrument was used to measure all peer relations constructs 

(relational aggression, relational victimization, social status in the form of popularity 

and social preference). Due to time constraints, students nominated up to three others in 

their classroom who fit each of the descriptors. Nominations were summed to provide a 

total number of nominations for each participant for each item. These items were 

standardized using z scores (M = 0, SD = 1) within each classroom to adjust for unequal 

nomination pools and following procedures developed in past research (Coie, Dodge, & 

Coppotelli, 1982; Crick, 1996).  
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Relational aggression and victimization. Eight peer nomination items were 

utilised to assess relational aggression and relational victimization. Three items required 

participants to nominate adolescents in their classroom who were relationally aggressive 

(e.g., “who spreads rumours, gossips, or talks behind others backs?”) and five items 

gathered nominations for relational victimization (e.g., “who tends to get ditched by 

their friends for others?”). The number of nominations received from peers for each 

item were then standardized using z scores and averaged to create total scores for 

relational aggression at T1 (α = .87) and T2 (α = .90) and relational victimization at T1 

(α = .90) and T2 (α = .94).    

Social status with peers. Peer nominations were also used to assess popularity 

and social preference, with participants nominating up to three same-sex students from 

their grade. Popularity at T1 was assessed with one nomination item, “most popular.” 

Social preference at T1 was assessed with two nomination items, (1) “like the most” and 

(2) "like the least". Following procedures used in past research (Cillessen & Rose, 2005; 

Hughes, Cavell & Willson, 2001), the liked least score was subtracted from the liked 

most score to form a measure of social preference for each participant.    

Procedure  

Prior to commencing the study, approvals were sought from the University 

Human Subjects Review Committee and the state-appropriate school administration 

body. Parent information sheets and student assent forms were distributed to students, 

who returned them to the school on completion. Children with parental consent who 

also agreed to participate were given questionnaire booklets, in their classrooms, during 

class hours. Questionnaires were completed in students' regular classrooms. Students 

without consent completed an alternate task. It took approximately 20 minutes for 

students to complete the items used in this study. Questions were read aloud for the 
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grade 5 students, but students in grades 6 and 7 completed the surveys independently. 

Students were given the opportunity to debrief with a psychologist after completing the 

questionnaire. The same procedure was followed for the second wave of data collection, 

which occurred seven months after the first wave.  

Overview of the Data Analyses  

Data were initially examined for univariate normality. All measured variables 

showed moderate positive skew, except for social preference, which was mildly 

negatively skewed. In addition, all variables had positive kurtosis. However, log 

transformations did not succeed in normalising the distributions or changing the 

significance of any results, despite weakening some associations (e.g., changing from   

< .01 to < .05). Therefore, untransformed data were utilised in all subsequent analyses 

in order to assist with variable interpretation (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).   

We then examined zero-order correlations between all measures, and compared 

measures between boys and girls. Following this, the hypothesised longitudinal paths 

between relational aggression and victimisation were tested, while also testing whether 

paths were moderated by gender, using 2-group (boy vs. girl) path analyses. AMOS 

software (Arbuckle, 2012) was used to conduct the analyses.  The rate of missing data 

from T1 to T2 was 8%, primarily reflecting attrition over the course of the investigation. 

Cases with missing data were included in all analyses using the Maximum Likelihood 

(ML) estimation method available in AMOS, in order to avoid the well-known biases of 

listwise deletion (Schafer & Graham, 2002).   

We then extended on the previous models to test status as a moderator by adding 

interactions of T1 peer status (popularity and social preference) with T1 relational 

victimisation or T1 relational aggression in separate models. To test double moderation 

by gender and status in each model, models were also fit constraining all paths to 
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gender equality (boys vs. girls) and then freeing all paths of interest (i.e., all paths 

except intercorrelations with time and stabilities of measures over time) to allow them 

to differ between boys and girls. The χ2 difference test (∆χ2) was used to contrast the fit 

of these fixed and freed models. If a difference was found, then each path was freed one 

at a time and compared to the gender fixed model. Path coefficients for boys and girls 

are reported separately if there was evidence of significant gender moderation in these 

analyses. For each model, fit was assessed with commonly used indices, including the 

χ2-test and associated level of significance, and the Comparative Fit Index (CFI; Bentler 

& Bonett, 1980). The Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA; Browne & 

Cudeck, 1993) provided an estimate of error due to approximate fit of the models. 

Results 

Descriptive Statistics, Correlations, and Comparisons of Boys and Girls 

Bivariate correlations, Ms and SDs, and t-tests comparing boys and girls on all 

measures are shown in Table 3.1. Relational aggression at T1 was significantly 

positively associated with T2 relational victimisation, but only for girls. However, T1 

relational victimisation was not significantly correlated with T2 relational aggression 

for either gender. Both boys and girls who were more relationally aggressive at T1 were 

nominated as more popular, yet lower in social preference by their peers. In addition, 

older boys were nominated as more and older girls were nominated as less relationally 

aggressive at T2. Boys’ popularity and social preference decreased with age whereas 

girls’ popularity increased with age. When examining group differences, boys were 

lower in relational aggression at T2 than girls (but not T1). Also, boys were lower in 

social preference than girls. 
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Table 3.1   

Bivariate Correlations Between all Variables, Means and Standard Deviations (SDs), and Comparison of Boys and Girls (N = 328) 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Relational aggression, T1 -- .62** .25** .36** .35** -.39** -.09** 

2. Relational aggression, T2 .59** -- .13 .38** .25** -.20** -.08* 

3. Relational victimisation, T1  .03 .05 -- .63** -.18* -.66** -.07* 

4. Relational victimisation, T2  .01 .10 .79** -- -.16* -.54** .00 

5. Popularity  .49** .25** -.26** -.25** -- .17* .08** 

6. Social preference  -.35** -.27** -.54** -.48** .23** -- .02 

7. Age .02 .11** .11** .07* -.08**  -.09** - 

M (SD) -.05 (.76) .02 (.86) .00 (.83) .02 (.90) -.01 (.98) .02 (1.55) 10.99 (0.97) 

Boys, M (SD) -.06 (.73) -.07 (.68) .05 (.86) .06 (.93) .05 (1.02) -.19 (1.63) 11.02 (1.01) 

Girls, M (SD) .04 (.79) .11 (1.01) -.05 (.81) -.03 (.89) -.06 (.94) .24 (1.43) 10.96 (0.92) 

Gender comparison, t -.29 -2.12* 1.15 0.87 1.11 -2.65** - 

Note. Correlations for boys (n = 172) are below the diagonal and correlations for girls (n = 156) are above the diagonal. 
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Social Process and Peer Socialisation in Boys and Girls 

In the first path model, the focus was only on gender moderation of the direct 

effects between relational aggression and victimisation over the two waves, and the 

direct effects of T1 peer status on T2 aggression and T2 victimisation. Thus, we tested a 

2-group (boy, girl) model of all associations shown in Figure 3.1. The model had 0 

degrees of freedom, so fit statistics are not reported. In this model, there was evidence 

of gender moderation. When we compared the fit of a model with all paths fixed to 

gender equally to a model with all paths freed to differ by gender, the fit of these two 

models was significantly different, ∆χ2 (14) = 39.22, p < .001. Upon further analyses, 

only one directional path was found to differ for girls and boys. T1 relational aggression 

was significantly associated with more T2 relational victimisation (relative to T1, which 

we will sometimes refer to as change over time) for girls, but not boys. Also, T1 

popularity was associated with less relational victimisation by T2.  
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Figure 3.1. Results of testing the social process model and peer socialisation model of 

relational aggression and victimisation.  

*p < .05, **p < .01. 

Note. B = the path estimate for boys. G = the path estimate for girls when significant 

∆χ2 gender differences were found. 
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Relational Aggression Predicting Victimisation: Gender and Peer Status 

Moderation 

 We next tested both gender and peer status as moderators of the association of 

T1 relational aggression with T2 relational victimisation (i.e., the association of 

aggression with changes in victimisation over time). Thus, we tested a group (boy, girl) 

model adding the relational aggression × popularity interaction. This model had a good 

fit to the data, χ2 (1) = 1.146, p = .284, CFI = 1.00, RMSEA = 0.02 (90% CI 0.00 to 

0.14), p = .472, the relational aggression × popularity interaction was associated with T2 

relational victimisation (-.09, p = .043) and there was no evidence of gender 

moderation. When the significant interaction was examined further (Gaskin, 2012), the 

association between T1 relational aggression and T2 relational victimisation (relative to 

T1 victimisation) was weaker when participants were high, relative to low, in popularity 

as hypothesised (see Figure 3.2).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.2. Social process model: Illustration of the significant interaction effect of T1 

relational aggression and popularity with T2 relational victimisation (relative to T1 

victimisation). 
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Next, we added the relational aggression × social preference interaction to the 2 

group (boy, girl) model, which resulted in a good fit, χ2 (1) = 3.38, p = .066, CFI = .997, 

RMSEA = 0.08 (90% CI 0.00 to 0.18), p = .189. The relational aggression × social 

preference interaction was associated with T2 relational victimisation and gender 

differences were suggested (∆χ2 (14) = 57.65, p < .001). The association of the 

relational aggression × social preference interaction with T2 relational victimisation was 

significantly stronger (and only significant) in girls (-.24, p < .01) than boys (.03, ns). 

When we probed the significant interaction for girls further (Gaskin, 2012; see Figure 

3.3), the association between T1 relational aggression and T2 relational victimisation 

(relative to T1) was weaker for more preferred girls compared to those girls nominated 

as lower in preference by their peers.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.3. Social process model: Illustration of the significant interaction effect of 

girls’ T1 relational aggression and social preference with T2 relational victimisation 

(relative to T1 victimisation). 
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Relational Victimisation Predicting Aggression: Gender and Peer Status 

Moderation 

We next tested gender and peer status as moderators of the association of T1 

relational victimisation with T2 relational aggression. Adding the relational 

victimisation × popularity interaction to the 2-group (boy, girl) model resulted in an 

adequate fit to the data on most indices, χ2 (1) = 6.87, p = .009, CFI = 0.991, RMSEA = 

0.13 (90% CI 0.05 to 0.23), p = .047. The interaction had a direct association with T2 

relational aggression and gender moderation was supported (∆χ2 (14) = 46.61, p< .01), 

with the interaction differing and significant for both boys (.27, p = < .01) and girls  

(-.21, p = .048). When the interaction was probed further, the association between T1 

victimisation and T2 aggression (relative to T1 aggression) was stronger and negative 

for high popular compared to low popular girls (see Figure 3.4), but stronger and 

positive for high popular compared to low popular boys (see Figure 3.5).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.4. Peer socialisation model: Illustration of the significant interaction effect of 

girls’ T1 relational victimisation and popularity with T2 relational aggression (relative 

to T1 aggression). 
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Figure 3.5. Peer socialisation model: Illustration of the significant interaction effect of 

boys’ T1 relational victimisation and popularity with T2 relational aggression (relative 

to T1 aggression). 

Finally, when the path from the relational victimisation × social preference 

interaction to T2 relational aggression was added, this model had a good fit to the data, 

χ2 (1) = 3.90, p = 0.048, CFI = .997, RMSEA = 0.09 (90% CI 0.01 to 0.19), p = .153. 

However, the interaction path was not significant and there was no evidence of gender 

moderation.   

Discussion 

In the present study, the focus was on the bidirectional unfolding of relational 

aggression and victimisation, which is enacted to harm social relationships in the peer 

group. We investigated whether early adolescents’ relationally aggressive behaviour 

may yield increasing relational victimisation with time, as proposed by the social 

process model (Boivin & Hymel, 1997), and whether early relational victimisation may 

yield increasing relationally aggressive behaviour over time, consistent with the peer 

Low Relational Victimisation High Relational Victimisation 
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socialisation model (Rose & Rudolph, 2006). We hypothesised that these associations, 

especially the association of aggression with later victimisation, would differ depending 

on popularity and acceptance by peers, and differ for girls and boys. In particular, being 

highly popular or more preferred by peers was expected to protect against increasing 

relational victimisation in response to aggression, as has been suggested in previous 

research (Zimmer-Gembeck & Duffy, 2014). Also, such protection may be particularly 

found among girls, given that their aggressive behaviour has previously been more 

strongly associated with indices of peer status than the same behaviour exhibited by 

boys (Bukowski, Gauze, Hoza, & Newcomb, 1993). 

Summary of Findings 

 When we examined gender moderation of the direct bidirectional effects 

between relational aggression and victimisation, without testing moderation by peer 

status, our findings generally supported the social process model (Boivin & Hymel, 

1997), rather than the peer socialisation model (Rose & Rudolph, 2006), but only 

among girls. Consistent with previous research (e.g. Ostrov, 2008), we found that 

relationally aggressive girls were reported by their peers as experiencing more relational 

victimisation over time. However, contrary to previous research (Yeung & Leadbeater, 

2007) and the proposed direct associations in the peer socialisation model (Rose & 

Rudolph, 2006), relational victimisation was not associated with relational aggression 

over time in this model.  

When peer status, measured as popularity and social preference, was examined 

as a moderator of associations between relational aggression and victimisation, there 

was some support for both social process and peer socialisation models. First, relational 

aggression had a weaker association with relational victimisation over time among girls 

who were more liked by their peers. This finding was in support of the social process 
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model (Boivin & Hymel, 1997) and our hypothesis that social preference would protect 

relationally aggressive girls from victimisation. When considering popularity, no gender 

differences were found, with results highlighting the protective effects of popularity 

among relationally aggressive early adolescents against increasing relational 

victimisation. Therefore, low levels of popularity adds risk for victimisation regardless 

of gender, whereas, low social preference adds risk for victimisation particularly for 

relationally aggressive girls. This finding highlights how popularity and social 

preference are each resources that seem to protect relationally aggressive early 

adolescents and girls, respectively, from future peer reported relational victimisation.  

Second, there was some support for the peer socialisation model (Rose & 

Rudolph, 2006) among both boys and girls when examining the moderating role of 

popularity, but not social preference in the relational victimisation-aggression link. That 

is, popularity moderated the link between victimisation and increasing aggression over 

time for both boys and girls, albeit in opposite directions. Specifically, among high 

popular girls, those who were more relationally victimised were more likely to be 

nominated by their peers as relationally aggressive over time. Thus, being victimised 

seemed to have a stronger socialising effect on popular girls’ aggressive behaviour at 

T2. In contrast, among high popular boys, those who were more relationally victimised 

were less likely to be nominated by their peers as relationally aggressive over time.  

Perhaps, this pattern stems from the different ways that early adolescent boys 

and girls experience relational victimisation. Previous research has shown that boys 

tend to find rumour spreading and attempts at social exclusion less threatening than girls 

(Crick, Grotpeter, & Bigbee, 2002). Therefore, it is possible that, for boys, relational 

victimisation is seen as reinforcing their popular status and maintaining their reputation 

among peers, resulting in less aggression in response. These boys may not consider 
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retaliation in the form of relational aggression necessary, compared to relationally 

victimised popular girls who may feel more threatened by rumour spreading and social 

exclusion and react with increasing aggression over time.  However, these gender-

specific patterns were not found when considering the moderating role of social 

preference in the direction of the peer socialisation model (Rose & Rudolph, 2006). 

That is, social preference did not moderate the relational victimisation-aggression link.  

Strengths and Limitations  

Whereas the present study had a number of noteworthy strengths, including its 

longitudinal design, and inclusion of peer nominated relational aggression and 

victimisation, there were also two primary limitations. First, although we had a 

relatively large group of participants, 90% of the study sample were white Australians, 

potentially limiting generalisability of the sample. In particular, generalisability to other 

cultural groups may have been compromised. Previous research has shown that 

nominations of relational aggression (e.g., from teachers or peers) may be influenced by 

gender role norms and stereotypes (Underwood, Galen, & Paquette, 2001), as well as 

different cultural perceptions of aggression (Weisz, Chaiyasit, Weiss, Eastman, & 

Jackson, 1995). Therefore, future research should consider implementing research 

designs that can be interpreted cross-culturally, such as those with multiple methods, 

including observation techniques (French, Jansen, & Pidada, 2002).   

Second, different forms of aggression have been utilised in combination and also 

differentiated in various ways throughout the literature (i.e., direct, indirect, physical, 

verbal, social, relational). In the present study, we utilised relational aggression, a term 

which has been well-validated and which is commonly distinguished from overt 

aggression (physical and verbal) in the extant literature (Cillesen & Mayeux, 2004; 

Little et al., 2003). However, it may be pertinent to consider re-conceptualising overt 
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and relational aggression, to align with more contemporary research, which 

acknowledges that some relational forms of aggression may be less covert in nature 

(e.g., name calling) and may overlap with the verbal component of overt aggression. As 

such, in future research, verbal aggression and relational aggression could be 

categorised, for example, based on the salience/popularity of the perpetrator (Juvonen, 

Wang, & Espinoza, 2013) rather than via traditional means. 

Conclusion   

The present study findings expand on previous research testing social process 

and peer socialisation models (e.g., Ostrov, 2008; Ostrov & Godleski, 2013; Rose & 

Rudolph, 2006; Zimmer-Gembeck & Duffy, 2014), and highlight the relevance of social 

status, both popularity and social preference, and gender for understanding how 

relationally aggressive behaviour and victimisation unfold over time. Primary support 

was found for a social process model of relational aggression and victimisation among 

girls, but with the addition of social status in the present study, these associations were 

further elucidated. Including social status as a moderator highlighted that both social 

process and peer socialisation models may be at work when identifying patterns of 

increasing relational aggression and victimisation over time, during early adolescence. 

Moreover, considering popularity and social preference identified girls and boys who 

were more protected or more vulnerable to increasing relational aggression or 

victimisation. These findings inform future research in this field with the suggestion that 

relational aggression and victimisation, and their association, may differ depending on 

gender and peer status, with each contributing to these behaviours and experiences as 

they unfold over time. 
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Summary of Chapter 3 

Drawing from models and theory that identify how aggression and victimisation 

may unfold over time and how these associations may differ for girls and boys, social 

status (popularity and social preference) and gender were tested as moderators of the 

temporal associations between relational aggression and victimisation. In this way, 

Study 1 contributed to Aim 1 of the thesis, which was to investigate how social status, 

in the form of popularity and peer acceptance, and gender may modify the temporal 

impact of earlier relational aggression and victimisation on later peer experiences and 

then to consider how such behavioural strategies within the peer group are associated 

with well-being (see Figure 1.1). Findings from this study showed support for the social 

process and the peer socialisation models, when social status was included as a 

moderator. In line with the social process model (Boivin & Hymel, 1997), popularity 

and social preference were identified as resources that seem to protect relationally 

aggressive early adolescents and girls, respectively, from future peer reported relational 

victimisation. Also, in the direction of the peer socialisation model (Rose & Rudolph, 

2006), gender differences emerged with early relational victimisation prompting more 

relationally aggressive behaviour among popular girls, yet less relationally aggressive 

behaviour among popular boys over time. In the next study, reported in Chapter 4, a 

person-centred approach was employed to further examine adolescent social 

experiences within the peer group, and to identify how these experiences may be linked 

with adolescent well-being in the form of social and emotional loneliness, life 

satisfaction, global self-worth and social competence. 
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CHAPTER 4 

Loneliness, Life satisfaction, and Social Competence of Adolescents and Their 

Resource Control Strategies within the Peer Group: A Person-centred Approach 

Chapter 4 is presented as a journal article that has been prepared for publication. 

In this study (Study 2) data were collected from a cross-section of 317 urban Australian 

adolescents (12 to17 years) and utilised within a person-centred approach to investigate 

how adolescents’ well-being may differ based on profiles of their aggressive and 

prosocial strategies within the peer group. Consistent with previous research (e.g., 

Hawley, 2003), five resource control subtypes were formed - prosocial controllers, 

coercive controllers, typical controllers, bistrategic controllers and noncontrollers. It 

was expected the social and emotional well-being of adolescents would differ in 

meaningful ways depending on their resource control subtype. Therefore, Study 2 

contributed to Aim 1 of the thesis (see Figure 1.1), which was to investigate how social 

status, in the forms of popularity and peer acceptance, and gender may modify the 

temporal impact of earlier relational aggression and victimisation on later peer 

experiences and then to consider how such behavioural strategies within the peer group 

are associated with well-being. RCT (Hawley, 1999) informed the research questions, 

study design, approach, and hypotheses. 

  



Peer Group and Friendship Forms in Adolescence 50 
 

 

Study 2 

 

Loneliness, Life satisfaction, and Social Competence of Adolescents and Their 

Resource Control Strategies within the Peer Group: A Person-centred Approach 
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Abstract  

Drawing from RCT, we investigated differences in social and emotional well-being 

among adolescents who employ varying combinations of coercive and prosocial 

resource control strategies within the peer group, as part of their pursuit to belong. 

Employing a person-centred approach, five resource control subtypes were formed - 

prosocial controllers, coercive controllers, typical controllers, bistrategic controllers and 

noncontrollers – and subsequently compared on measures of social and emotional well-

being. Participants were 317 Australian adolescents, aged 12 to 17 years, who 

completed questionnaires at school. Findings highlight the social and emotional 

incentives for prosocial controllers and also some potential vulnerabilities for 

noncontrollers who do not engage in either prosocial or coercive strategies for resource 

control. Importantly, increased emotional loneliness was reported by bistrategic 

controllers, when compared to prosocial controllers. In future research, there is the 

potential to extend this preliminary work, by investigating adolescent peer relations at 

both the group and dyadic level, in order to further understand some of the unique 

influences on social and emotional well-being.   
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Loneliness, Life satisfaction, and Social Competence of Adolescents and Their 

Resource Control Strategies within the Peer Group: A Person-centred Approach 

Developmental and modern evolutionary perspectives unite in their emphasis on 

the importance of fulfilling the fundamental human need to belong. Prominent 

developmental theories (Erikson, 1963; Sullivan, 1953) see belonging via meaningful 

social relationships as central to facilitating a sense of trust, security, and identity, as 

well as developing competencies such as collaboration and empathy. To accomplish 

these goals, it is assumed that individuals will predominantly be pleasant and prosocial, 

displaying minimal aggression. In contrast, high levels of aggression may instead result 

in developmental arrest, manifesting as loneliness and isolation from peers (e.g., 

LaFontana & Cillessen, 2002). In contrast, within the evolutionary literature, aggression 

is viewed as one strategy which may be adaptively employed in the pursuit to belong, 

with its ability to enhance social reputation and increase group centrality (Hawley, 

1999, 2002, 2003; Parker & Asher, 1993; Juvonen & Gorman, 2011; Vandell & 

Haembree, 1994).  

RCT (Hawley, 1999), with its fundamentally evolutionary approach, proposes 

that, in order to develop, mature, and belong, children and adolescents tend to employ 

strategies in order to gain control of social resources. These strategies necessitate 

interaction and cooperation with members of one’s social group, who are also, 

paradoxically, a source of competition (Darwin, 1871; Hawley, 1999; 2003; Ricklefs, 

1979). These resource control strategies may be primarily coercive in nature, such as 

threats and deception (Hawley et al., 2009), primarily prosocial, emphasising positive 

social exchange and the formation of cooperative unions (Hogan, 1983; Trivers, 1971), 

or some combination of these two strategies, which has been described as the most 

socially advantageous (Hawley, 2003). That is, in their pursuit to belong, some 
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individuals are able to successfully combine threats and deception with positive social 

exchange in order to achieve social hierarchy ascent, with minimal threat to individual 

vulnerability (Björkqvist, Osterman, & Lagerspetz, 1994; Cillessen & Mayeux, 2007). 

However, this requires a delicate balance in order to maintain social harmony whilst 

simultaneously ascending the social hierarchy, and relative success in one domain does 

not necessarily imply success in the other (Gest et al., 2001).  

In order to examine how particular combinations of resource control strategies 

manifest for different individuals, researchers (e.g., Hawley, 2003; Hawley et al., 2009) 

have tended to rely on a person-centred approach to identify resource control subtypes, 

based on their use of prosocial and/or aggressive strategies for social resource 

acquisition. For example, after collecting reports of adolescents who strive for social 

resources either by having good ideas that others choose to follow, or by forcing others 

to do what they want, Hawley (2003) identified five subtypes of peer relationships 

among 1723 early adolescents aged 12 to 15 years. These include prosocial controllers, 

who employed primarily prosocial strategies (e.g., forging cooperative unions), coercive 

controllers, whose strategies were mainly coercive (e.g., threats), a comparison group of 

typical controllers whose scores were average for both strategies, bistrategic controllers 

who frequently strategised in both prosocial and coercive ways, and noncontrollers, for 

whom neither strategy was frequently reported.  

Distinct social and behavioural patterns have also been identified in the literature 

for each of the five resource control subtypes (Hawley, Johnson, Mize, & McNamara, 

2007; Hawley, Little et al., 2007; Hawley et al., 2009). That is, in previous work that 

has used a variety of informant techniques (e.g., self, peer and teacher report), 

bistrategic controllers have consistently been classified as extroverted, socially astute, 

well accepted and popular among their peers during childhood and adolescence as they 
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are able to achieve the unique balance between getting along and getting ahead (Hawley 

et al., 2008; Pellegrini et al., 2011). Prosocial controllers are also seen as socially 

skilled, extroverted, yet primarily agreeable (Findley & Ojanen, 2013; Hawley et al., 

2008), whereas coercive controllers are viewed as impulsive, socially unskilled and rude 

(Hawley, 2003; Hawley, Little et al., 2007). Typical controllers, who are often used as a 

comparison group, tend not to be particularly courageous, aggressive, or socially 

prominent despite well-developed social skills (Chen & Chang, 2012) and 

noncontrollers tend to score lower on social dominance and often experience peer 

rejection.  

Resource control theorists (e.g. Hawley, 1999, 2003) have consistently drawn 

attention to the socially adaptive features of aggression, with increased social centrality 

frequently cited as an outcome of strategically employed aggressive acts (Hawley, 2003; 

Hawley, Little et al., 2007). However, there is a paucity of corresponding empirical 

investigation of the emotional well-being of adolescents who engage in behaviours 

consistent with each of the five resource control subtypes. Emotional well-being is a 

known correlate of positive or negative quality relationships within peer groups and 

friendships (Bukowski et al., 1993; Coie, Dodge, & Kupersmidt, 1990; Parker & Asher, 

1987; Sullivan, 1953). Further, although aggression may be one effective strategy for 

achieving status with peers, in some groups and at some ages, it may not have the same 

benefits for emotional well-being. Thus, the aim of the present study was to replicate 

and expand upon the extant literature to investigate how social and emotional well-

being differ among the five resource control subtypes, particularly in the developmental 

period of adolescence.  

In order to achieve this aim, three forms of emotional well-being and one form 

of social well-being were incorporated in the present study, including loneliness, global 



Peer Group and Friendship Forms in Adolescence 57 
 

 

self-worth, life satisfaction and social competence. Loneliness was conceptualised as a 

multidimensional construct in order to differentiate loneliness which stems from 

diminished social integration (social loneliness) from loneliness arising from the lack of 

a connection to a close friend (emotional loneliness; Dykstra & Fokkema, 2007; Hojat, 

1982; Russell et al.,1984; Weiss, 1973, 1982). Global self-worth and life satisfaction 

were respectively defined as the way in which individuals feel about themselves as 

humans and about their lives in general (Bosson et al., 2003; Dubois & Tevendale, 

1999; Harter, 1999; Shirk et al., 2003). Social competence was defined as the perceived 

ability to effectively attain and maintain desired social outcomes (e.g., popularity, peer 

acceptance, close friendships; Merrell & Gimpel, 2014). To our knowledge, this is the 

first study to investigate the differences in emotional well-being amongst the resource 

control subtypes. As such, our predictions are guided by and extrapolated from related 

research on prosocial behaviour, aggression, and peer relationship status (e.g., Cassidy 

& Asher, 1992; Rubin, 1985; Rubin, LeMare, & Lollis, 1990; Woodhouse, Dykas, & 

Cassidy, 2012). 

Resource Control Subtypes and Emotional Adjustment Correlates 

Prosocial controllers. Prosocial behaviour, has been associated with lower 

levels of loneliness and higher levels of well-being (e.g., life satisfaction; Cassidy & 

Asher, 1992; Layous, Nelson, Oberle, Schonert-Reichl, & Lyubomirsky, 2012; 

Woodhouse et al., 2012). Thus, it was anticipated that, when compared to the other 

resource control subtypes, prosocial controllers would be less socially and emotionally 

lonely as well as more satisfied with themselves (i.e., higher global self-worth) and their 

lives in general. We also anticipated that prosocial controllers would report higher 

levels of social competence when compared to each of the other resource control 

subtypes, on the basis that children and adolescents who behave primarily in prosocial 
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ways have consistently been found to have high levels of social skills (Findley & 

Ojanen, 2013; Hawley et al., 2008).  

Coercive controllers. Adolescents who engage in aggressive behaviour, such as 

physical fighting, tend to report lower life satisfaction (Valois, Zullig, Huebner, & 

Drane, 2001) as well as various other forms of maladjustment (Mayeux, Houser & 

Dyches, 2011; Rose, Swenson, & Carlson, 2004). These findings have been attributed to 

their poorer interpersonal skills and limited stress management techniques (Valois et al., 

2001). Thus, in the present study we expected that coercive controllers would report 

lower life satisfaction, global self-worth and social competence, as well as more social 

and emotional loneliness, compared to all other resource control subtypes with the 

exception of noncontrollers. 

Bistrategic controllers. Within the small body of work addressing the 

emotional well-being of children and adolescents who engage in both prosocial and 

aggressive behaviour, the evidence is mixed. For example, there is some suggestion that 

the advantages of attaining a popular status within the peer group impacts positively on 

self-worth, buffering any detrimental effects on emotional well-being, at least within the 

school setting (Schwartz & Hopmeyer Gorman, 2011). In a similar way, other 

researchers have found that some socially perceptive adolescents may be resistant to 

loneliness within the peer group, as long as they are achieving their primary goal of 

popularity (Cillessen & Mayeux, 2007).  

In contrast, other researchers have found that a Machiavellian style of interaction 

is positively correlated with more loneliness (Bell & Daly, 1985), potentially due to 

deficits in empathy (Carnahan & McFarland, 2007; Loftus & Glenwick, 2001; Paal & 

Bereczkei, 2007; Wastell & Booth, 2003) and less accurate recognition of others' 

emotions (Simon, Francis, & Lombardo, 1990), which can each interfere with the 
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formation of close, intimate and satisfying friendships. Thus, in the present study we 

predicted that bistrategic controllers would report less social loneliness, as well as more 

global self-worth and life satisfaction when compared to coercive and noncontrollers, 

yet more emotional loneliness when compared to prosocial controllers. Furthermore, in 

keeping with previous research (Hawley, 2003; Hawley et al., 2008; Newcomb, 

Bukowski, & Pattee, 1993), we expected that bistrategic controllers would score high on 

social competence, when compared to coercive and noncontrollers, but not when 

compared to prosocial controllers.  

Typical controllers. Typical controllers, who utilise both prosocial and coercive 

strategies moderately, often comprise the largest group of participants in research 

studies and provide a useful basis of comparison with other resource control subtypes 

(Hawley et al., 2009). However, as a group, there is limited empirical evidence available 

for their description (Hawley et al., 2009). In the present study typical controllers were 

used as a comparison group, with no specific predictions made regarding the social and 

emotional well-being of adolescents in this resource control subtype. 

Noncontrollers. In previous research, amongst middle school students at risk of 

peer rejection, those displaying low levels of aggression and shy/withdrawn behaviour 

have been found to be lonelier (Parkhurst & Asher, 1992) and have lower global self-

worth (Grills & Ollendick, 2010) compared to their peers. This may be because they 

have fewer prospects of socialisation, potentiating loneliness (Woodhouse et al., 2012) 

and attenuating global self-worth (Grills & Ollendick, 2010). Therefore, we anticipated 

that noncontrollers would report the highest levels of social and emotional loneliness 

and the lowest global self-worth and life satisfaction compared to the other resource 

control subtypes. Noncontrollers were also expected to report lower social competence, 

when compared to other resource control subtypes, as they are not generally orientated 
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toward the procurement of social capital, often deferring to others in social situations 

(Hawley & Little, 1999; Hawley, Little et al., 2007).  

The Current Study 

Overall, research founded on RCT (Hawley, 1999) has consistently 

demonstrated that, in the pursuit of social resources, individuals may employ prosocial 

strategies, coercive strategies, neither or both (Hawley, 2007). This re-emphasises that, 

whilst very different forms of behaviour, aggression and cooperation may serve the 

same function of striving for social resource acquisition (Chen & Chang, 2012). The 

question remains, however, do these strategies have implications for how adolescents 

feel about their own relationships and the satisfaction they have with life? This question 

has not yet been addressed. We expected that adolescents within different resource 

control subtypes would differ in their reported loneliness, life satisfaction, global self-

worth, and perception of their social competence, given the evidence that interactions 

with peers are associated with adolescents' feelings about their peer relationships and 

their self-competence (e.g., Hawley, 2003). The aim of this study was to investigate 

how adolescent emotional adjustment and perceptions of their own competence differ 

between resource control subtypes, with the subtypes defined and identified using the 

person-centred approach of past research on RCT (Hawley 2003; Hawley, Little et al., 

2007).  

Method 

The participants were 346 Australian adolescents from an ethnically diverse 

urban public school in a low to middle socioeconomic area. At the beginning of the 

school year, consent was obtained from the parents of all participants (consent rate = 

86%). Of the 346 participants, 29 had ≥ 20% incomplete data, so were not included in 

further analyses. This resulted in a final pool of 317 participants (200 [62%] boys and 
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117 [38%] girls, age range 12 to 17 years, M = 14.46 years, SD = 1.03 years) in grades 8 

(29%), 9 (34%) or 10 (37%). When asked about ethnicity, 30% identified as 

white/Caucasian, 46% identified as Maori, Indigenous Australian or Pacific Islander, 

10% identified as Asian and the remaining 14% identified as ‘other’. These 

demographics reflected the overall population of the school. 

Materials 

Resource control strategies. Four items from the Resource Control Strategies 

Inventory (RCSI; see Hawley, 1999, 2007, 2009) were utilised to assess both peer rated 

and self-reported resource control strategy use. Three items assessed peer rated resource 

control strategy use, via an accepted peer rating procedure (e.g., Gifford-Smith & 

Brownell, 2003; Hawley, 2003; Hawley et al., 2008; Maassen, van der Linden, 

Goossens, & Bokhorst, 2000). Each participant rated a random selection of five same-

sex students from their grade, resulting in each participant receiving ratings from 

between 3 and 10 other students. All items were rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 

(not at all) to 5 (a lot). This included two items measuring coercive resource control 

strategies, for example, “Does this person make others follow their plans?” and one item 

measuring prosocial resource control strategies, which read, “Does this person make a 

good leader?” One self-report item was also included to assess prosocial resource 

control strategies, which read, “I have good ideas that other students follow”. The 

random list procedure employed in the present study has demonstrated its utility in 

previous research (e.g. Bellmore, Jiang, & Juvonen, 2010).  

Coercive resource control strategy scores were formed for each participant by 

averaging the ratings received by the number of rating scores. Also, an independent 

samples t-test established that there was no significant difference in peer and self-report 

ratings (p > .05) for prosocial resource control strategies. Therefore, a total score was 
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created by collating and averaging scores on the peer report item and the self-report 

item for prosocial resource control strategies. Thus, prosocial resource control strategy 

use benefitted from assessment via multiple informants. This approach was not 

undertaken for coercive resource control strategy use due to the inherent potential for 

self-reports to be influenced by social desirability bias when describing highly 

undesirable behaviours such as aggression (e.g., Holden & Passey, 2010; Vigil-Colet, 

Ruiz-Pàmies, Anguiano-Carrasco & Lorenzo-Seva, 2012). Overall, higher scores 

indicated more frequent use of coercive and prosocial resource control strategies, 

respectively.  

The resource control strategy items subsequently formed the resource control 

subtypes (see Table 4.1). Five groups were created by dividing the distribution into 

thirds for each strategy type (Hawley, 2003, Hawley, Little, & Pasupathi, 2002). 

Bistrategic controllers scored in the top 66th percentile on both prosocial and coercive 

strategies, and prosocial controllers scored in the top 66th percentile on prosocial 

strategies and average or low on coercive strategies. Coercive controllers scored in the 

top 66th percentile on coercive strategies and average or low on prosocial strategies and 

typical controllers scored between the 33rd and 66th percentile on either prosocial or 

coercive strategies and the lower 33rd percentile on the other strategy. Last, 

noncontrollers scored in the lower 33rd percentile on both strategies. 

Emotional and social loneliness. The Peer Network and Dyadic Loneliness 

Scale (Hoza et al., 2000), which includes two 8-items subscales, was utilised to measure 

emotional and social loneliness. In a two-step process, participants first selected their 

own feelings of loneliness against paired statements, and then specified whether the 

chosen statement was “sort of true” or “really true” for them (allowing four possible 

response options). An example for emotional loneliness reads, “Some people have 
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someone their age who is a really close friend BUT other people don't have anybody 

their age who is a really close friend.” Social loneliness was rated in a similar way, for 

example, “Some people feel like they really fit in with other kids BUT some people 

don’t feel like they fit in with other kids”. The four response options were subsequently 

converted into a 4-point scale ranging from 1 (very low loneliness) to 4 (very high 

loneliness) and averaged, with higher scores indicating more emotional loneliness (α = 

.74) and social loneliness (α = .75).  

Life satisfaction. The 9-item Student's Life Satisfaction Scale (Huebner, 1991) 

was utilised to assess overall satisfaction with life. Participants are required to respond 

to items on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 

agree).  An example item reads, "My life is going well". Items were averaged, with 

higher scores indicating more life satisfaction. Cronbach’s α was .89. 

Global self-worth and social competence. The 5-item global self-worth 

subscale and the 5-item social competence subscale from the Self-Perception Profile for 

Adolescents Harter, 2010) were utilised to assess adolescents' perceptions of their own 

worth and their own social competence. A sample item on the global self-worth 

subscale reads, “Some people really like the kind of person they are BUT other people 

often don't like the kind of person they are”. A sample item on the social competence 

subscale reads; "Some people know how to become popular BUT other people do not 

know how to become popular". The response to each item is recoded to range from 1 

(low) to 4 (high). Items are then averaged, with higher scores indicating more global 

self-worth (α = .73) and more social competence (α = .70). 
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Table 4.1  

Resource Control Subtypes, Definitions, the Number of Participants within Each 

Subtype and Gender Differences (N = 313)  

Resource control 

subtype 

Resource control strategy  Participant sex 

Prosocial Coercive N (%) 

Boys,  

N (%) 

Girls,  

N (%) 

Prosocial controller High Average-low 68 (21.7) 42 (21.3) 26 (22.4) 

Typical controller Average  Average  109 (34.8) 61 (31.0) 48 (41.4) 

Bistrategic controller High  High 44 (14.1) 37 (18.8) 7 (6.0) 

Coercive controller Average-low High 57 (18.2) 41 (20.8) 16 (13.8) 

Noncontroller  Low  Low  35 (11.2) 16 (8.1) 19 (16.4) 

Note. High = top 33rd percentile, Average = 33rd to 66th percentile, Low = bottom 33rd 

percentile 

Procedure 

First, ethical clearance was obtained from the university Human Research Ethics 

Committee and permission was sought from the appropriate education authorities (i.e., 

school Principal). Consent was then obtained from the parents of all participants at the 

start of the school year. Students completed questionnaires during school hours, under 

researcher supervision. One researcher read a standardised set of instructions, and 

students completed each item. The questionnaire took approximately 45 minutes to 

complete. The children were thanked for their participation and given a small school-

related gift (e.g. a pencil).   

Planned Analyses 

Variables were examined for missing data, as well as the normality of each 

distribution. Descriptive statistics were then reported as means, standard deviations 
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(SDs) and confidence intervals. Gender differences were examined via independent 

samples t-tests and a χ2 tests. Next, a series of 2 (gender) × 5 (resource control subtype) 

independent groups factorial analyses of variance (ANOVA) were conducted. These 

five ANOVAs were used to examine the effect of resource control subtype and gender 

on emotional loneliness, social loneliness, life satisfaction, global self-worth and social 

competence, respectively. For all analyses, the between group independent variables 

were resource control subtype with five levels (prosocial controller, coercive controller, 

bistrategic controller, typical controller, and noncontroller) and gender with two levels 

(male and female).  

Results 

Preliminary Analyses 

There was a small amount of missing data, which did not exceed 10% on each 

scale. Little’s MCAR test was not significant (p > .05) for all variables indicating that 

the missing data pattern met the strict criterion of missing completely at random for all 

variables. Therefore, the missing data was imputed using an expectation-maximisation 

(EM) algorithm in SPSS (Little, 1988). Also, when examining the variable distributions, 

mild negative skew was found for social competence, global self-worth, and life 

satisfaction, whereas mild positive skew was found for coercive resource control 

strategies. All other variables did not depart significantly from the normal distribution. 

As ANOVA has been described as robust to such deviations if samples are sufficiently 

large (Altman, 1991) untransformed data was utilised in all analyses. 

Descriptive Statistics and Gender Differences 

Means, standard deviations and confidence intervals for all measures are shown 

in Table 4.2. Gender differences are also shown in Table 4.2, with girls reporting more 

social loneliness than boys, and boys reporting more global self-worth, life satisfaction, 
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and social competence than girls. There was also a gender difference in the resource 

control subtypes, χ2 (4, N = 313) = 17.18, p = .002. The size of the effect was 0.23, 

indicating that 5% of the variance in resource control subtype is accounted for by 

gender differences, which is a small effect. Specifically, boys were more likely than 

expected to be classified as bistrategic controllers, whereas girls were more likely to be 

typical controllers or noncontrollers (see Table 4.1). 

Emotional loneliness. In a 2 (gender) × 5 (RCT) ANOVA of emotional 

loneliness, the effect of resource control subtype approached significance, F (4, 291) = 

2.35, p < .054, ηp
2 = .03. Pairwise comparisons to further examine these differences 

showed that prosocial controllers had significantly lower mean levels of emotional 

loneliness compared to adolescents within each of the other four resource control 

subtypes (see Figure 4.1). However, no significant differences were found when 

comparing bistrategic controllers to coercive controllers or to noncontrollers, 

respectively. There was no significant main effect of gender, F (1, 291) = 0.01, p = .910, 

and no significant resource control subtype × gender interaction, F (4, 291) = 1.99, p = 

.097. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.1.The mean effects of the resource control subtypes on emotional loneliness  

(N = 313). Error bars represent standard error. 
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Table 4.2 

Means (M), Standard Deviations (SD), 95% Confidence Intervals (CIs) and Gender Differences for Participants within the Resource Control 

Subtypes (N = 317) 

  95% CIs Boys 95% CIs Girls 95% CIs  

Variable M SD Lower Upper M SD Lower Upper M SD Lower Upper 

Gender 

difference (t) 

Emotional loneliness 1.98 0.54 1.91 2.05 2.05 0.54 1.97 2.13 1.95 0.61 1.83 2.07 1.33 

Social loneliness 2.12 0.55 2.04 2.19 2.07 0.52 1.99 2.14 2.23 0.60 2.12 2.35 -2.82** 

Global self-worth 2.93 0.66 2.84 3.01 2.98 0.58 2.89 3.08 2.80 0.75 2.66 2.95 2.03* 

Life satisfaction 3.64 0.83 3.53 3.75 3.83 0.75 3.72 3.94 3.38 0.90 3.19 3.55 4.94** 

Social Competence 2.86 0.63 2.78 2.94 2.93 0.58 2.85 3.02 2.80 0.75 2.66 2.97 2.71** 

*p < .05. ** p <.01 Note. CI = confidence interval
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Social loneliness. In the ANOVA of social loneliness, there was a significant 

resource control subtype × gender interaction, F (4, 287) = 2.54, p = .040, ηp
2 = .03. To 

further examine this significant interaction, simple contrasts were conducted for 

resource control subtype at each level of gender. Results showed that there were no 

significant differences amongst the subtypes for boys. However, for girls, prosocial 

controllers were significantly less socially lonely compared to each of the other resource 

control subtypes (see Figure 4.2). Also, for girls only, noncontrollers reported more 

social loneliness than coercive controllers. The effect of resource control subtype also 

approached significance, F (4, 287) = 3.51, p = .082, ηp
2 = .05 and there was a 

significant main effect of gender, F (1, 287) = 9.40, p = .002, ηp
2 = .03. As found 

previously, girls reported more social loneliness than boys (see Table 4.2). 

 
Figure 4.2.The mean effects of girls’ resource control subtypes on social loneliness     

(N = 116). Error bars represent standard error. 

Life satisfaction. In the ANOVA of life satisfaction, there was a significant 

main effect of resource control subtype on life satisfaction, F (4, 289) = 4.85, p = .001, 

ηp
2 = .06 and a significant main effect for gender, F (1, 289) = 12.96, p < .001, ηp

2 = .04. 

There was no significant resource control subtype × gender interaction, F (4, 289) = 
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0.79, p = .530. Pairwise comparisons to further examine differences in resource control 

subtypes showed that prosocial controllers had significantly higher levels of life 

satisfaction when compared to coercive controllers and noncontrollers, however there 

was no significant difference when comparing prosocial controllers and bistrategic 

controllers on life satisfaction (see Figure 4.3). Bistrategic controllers were also no 

more satisfied with life in general than their coercive controller or noncontroller 

counterparts. Regarding the gender difference, as found previously, boys reported more 

life satisfaction than girls (see Table 4.2).  

 

 

Figure 4.3.The mean effects of the resource control subtypes on life satisfaction          

(N = 313). Error bars represent standard error. 

 Global self-worth. In the ANOVA of global self-worth, the main effect of 

resource control subtype approached significance, F (4, 291) = 2.39, p = .051, ηp
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with boys reporting more global self-worth than girls. However, there was no 

significant resource control subtype × gender interaction, F (4, 291) = 1.04, p = .384. 

Pairwise comparisons to further examine differences in resource control subtypes 

showed that prosocial controllers had significantly higher levels of global self-worth 

when compared to coercive controllers and noncontrollers, however there was no 

significant difference between prosocial controllers and bistrategic controllers on global 

self-worth. Furthermore, bistrategic controllers did not report more global self-worth 

than coercive controllers or noncontrollers (see Figure 4.4).  

 

 

 

Figure 4.4.The mean effects of the resource control subtypes on global self-worth       

(N = 313). Error bars represent standard error. 

Social competence. In the ANOVA model of social competence, there was a 

significant main effect of resource control subtype, F (4, 293) = 4.73, p = .001, ηp
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2 = 

.02, with boys reporting more social competence than girls, as reported previously (see 

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

4

4.5

Prosocial Typical Bistrategic Coercive Non-Controller

G
lo

b
al

 S
el

f-
w

o
rt

h

Boys Girls



Peer Group and Friendship Forms in Adolescence 71 
 

 

Table 4.2). However, there was no significant resource control subtype × gender 

interaction, F (4, 293) = 1.32, p = .261. Pairwise comparisons to further examine the 

main effect of resource control subtype showed that prosocial controllers reported more 

social competence when compared to coercive controllers, but not when compared to 

bistrategic controllers (see Figure 4.5). Bistrategic controllers perceived themselves as 

more socially competent than noncontrollers but did not differ when compared to 

coercive controllers. Finally, noncontrollers reported significantly lower levels of social 

competence compared to each of the other resource control subtypes. 

 

  

Figure 4.5.The mean effects of the resource control subtypes on social competence     

(N = 313). Error bars represent standard error. 
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adolescents, depending on how frequently they employ coercive and/or prosocial 

strategies with the goal of procuring social resources in order to fulfil the fundamental 

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

Prosocial Typical Bistrategic Coercive Non-Controller

S
o
ci

al
 C

o
m

p
et

n
ec

e

Boys Girls



Peer Group and Friendship Forms in Adolescence 72 
 

 

need to belong. Utilising a person-centred approach, grounded in RCT (Hawley, 1999), 

five resource control subtypes were identified - prosocial controllers, coercive 

controllers, typical controllers, bistrategic controllers and noncontrollers – and 

compared on measures of social and emotional loneliness, global self-worth, life 

satisfaction and social competence. To the authors’ knowledge, this is the first study in 

its field to apply both developmental and evolutionary perspectives in order to 

investigate the differences in social and emotional well-being amongst the resource 

control subtypes in the developmental period of adolescence. Our findings re-emphasise 

that either aggressive behaviour, cooperative behaviour, neither strategy, or both 

strategies in combination can be utilised by adolescents in their pursuit of social 

resources (Chen & Chang, 2012; Hawley, 2007) and the frequency with which these 

strategies are employed can manifest as subtle, yet important differences in social and 

emotional well-being.  

The Resource Control Subtypes and Social and Emotional Well-being  

 Emotional loneliness. First, as anticipated and consistent with similar research 

on well-being (Cassidy & Asher, 1992; Layous et al., 2012; Woodhouse et al., 2012), 

prosocial controllers were less emotionally lonely compared to adolescents within each 

of the other four resource control subtypes, re-emphasising one emotionally adaptive 

outcome for adolescents who choose to behave in primarily prosocial ways when 

interacting with peers. In particular, and consistent with our expectations, bistrategic 

controllers were more emotionally lonely than their prosocial counterparts. Therefore, 

despite the social successes which are frequently purported in the RCT literature when 

describing bistrategic resource control strategies, such as their achievement of 

popularity whilst maintaining relative social harmony (Cillessen & Mayeux, 2007; 

Björkqvist et al., 1994; Gest et al., 2001; Hawley, 1999, 2003), preliminary findings 
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from the present study highlight one of the potential emotional pitfalls for these 

adolescents, compared to prosocial controllers, who primarily engage in prosocial 

strategies.  

 However, bistrategic controllers reported similar levels of emotional loneliness 

when compared to coercive controllers and noncontrollers, respectively. This finding is 

somewhat surprising, given that bistrategic controllers, for whom the goal of social 

hierarchy ascent is more frequently achieved (e.g. Cillessen & Mayeux, 2007), were 

expected to be less emotionally lonely than coercive controllers, who choose to 

frequently enact aggression towards peers with minimal prosocial compensation, and 

noncontrollers, for whom neither resource control strategy is enacted with particular 

finesse. However, within other previous research, the Machiavellian style of interaction, 

as demonstrated by bistrategic controllers, has been associated with elevated feelings of 

loneliness (Bell & Daly, 1985), potentially placing these adolescents on par with their 

coercive and noncontroller counterparts. Therefore, it is possible that an inherent 

imbalance is created within the adolescent peer group which accentuates feelings of 

emotional loneliness, due to either the presence of aggression as enacted by bistrategic 

and coercive controllers or via diminished prosocial exchange, which is characteristic of 

coercive controllers and noncontrollers.  

Alternatively, as noncontrollers were more emotionally lonely than coercive 

controllers when these two resource control subtypes were compared, it is also possible 

that the shy, withdrawn behaviour displayed by noncontrollers, which results in fewer 

opportunities to socialise with peers, may be even more detrimental to emotional 

loneliness than socialising with peers primarily in aggressive ways (Woodhouse et al., 

2012). This said, the present findings are preliminary in nature and it is necessary for 

future research to continue to examine both the varying patterns of social experiences, 
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undertaken by adolescents in the pursuit to belong, and how these behaviours may 

influence well-being.  

Social loneliness. Interesting gender-specific patterns emerged when 

considering social loneliness, partially supporting our preliminary predictions and 

expanding upon the extant literature in this field (e.g., Bell & Daly, 1985; Parkhurst & 

Asher, 1992). That is, for girls only, prosocial controllers reported less social loneliness 

compared to each of the other resource control subtypes, however, no differences in 

social loneliness were reported amongst boys. These findings support the key role that 

prosocial resource control strategies, such as having good ideas and being seen as a 

leader, can play within the peer group for adolescent girls, with their links to diminished 

social loneliness at this time. Furthermore, similar levels of social loneliness were 

reported for both boys and girls when comparing bistrategic controllers to coercive 

controllers. That is, for girls, coercive controllers were not more socially lonely than 

other resource control subtypes, such as bistrategic controllers, despite previous 

research suggesting that adolescents who engage primarily in aggressive behaviour are 

more likely to experience maladjustment (Mayeux et al., 2011; Rose et al., 2004).  

However, as expected, and consistent with similar research (Parkhurst & Asher, 

1992), girls who were classified as noncontrollers were more socially lonely than girls 

classified as coercive controllers when these two resource control strategies were 

compared. The RCT literature is abundant with descriptions of the social deficiencies of 

noncontrollers (e.g. Hawley & Little, 1999; Hawley et al., 2007), and continuing to 

identify the ways in which these deficiencies manifest within the peer group is 

important, considering that diminished social integration has been associated with an 

increased risk of concurrently developing a range of mental health conditions among 

children and adolescents (e.g., Matthews et al., 2015). Also, in the present study, boys’ 
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perceived social loneliness, such as a lack of acceptance by others and wanting to be 

included in peer group activities (Hoza et al., 2000), seemed to depend less on their use 

of coercive and/or prosocial resource control strategies, which warrants further research 

in order to examine other potential mechanisms through which social loneliness 

manifests for boys, such as poor academic performance (e.g., Koenig & Abrams, 1999). 

Global self-worth and life satisfaction. Furthermore, as anticipated and 

consistent with previously conducted, similar research (Cassidy & Asher, 1992; Layous 

et al., 2012; Woodhouse et al., 2012), adolescents classified as prosocial controllers 

were more satisfied with themselves and their lives in general when compared to 

coercive controllers and noncontrollers, respectively. However, levels of life satisfaction 

and global self-worth did not significantly differ when comparing prosocial controllers 

to bistrategic controllers, in the present study, or when comparing bistrategic controllers 

to coercive controllers and noncontrollers, respectively. This occurred despite previous 

research highlighting that adolescents who frequently enact aggression towards their 

peers, in the manner of coercive controllers, tend to be less satisfied with their lives in 

general (Valois et al., 2001).  

Taken together, our preliminary findings on life satisfaction and global self-

worth contribute to the small, albeit mixed, body of evidence currently available 

concerning the emotional well-being of children and adolescents who engage in 

different combinations of prosocial and aggressive resource control strategies (e.g., 

Cassidy & Asher, 1992; Layous et al., 2012; Woodhouse et al., 2012). It is possible, for 

example, that for adolescent bistrategic controllers, despite their frequently enacted 

aggression towards peers, successful ascent of the social hierarchy may transiently 

insulate against poorer life satisfaction and global self-worth (e.g., Schwartz& 

Hopmeyer Gorman, 2011). It is therefore important to continue to study these 
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associations longitudinally (i.e., into young adulthood) in order to further elucidate the 

potential long-term influence of employing coercive and prosocial resource control 

strategies in combination, beyond their acknowledged social benefits within the RCT 

literature (e.g., Hawley, 2003).   

Social competence. Given that well-developed social skills are usually found 

among children and adolescents who behave primarily in prosocial ways when 

interacting with peers (Findley & Ojanen, 2013; Hawley, Little et al., 2007; Hawley et 

al., 2008), it is not surprising that more social competence was reported by prosocial 

controllers when compared to coercive controllers, as predicted in the present study. 

Also as predicted, similar levels of social competence were reported by prosocial 

controllers and bistrategic controllers when these two resource control strategies were 

compared. This is consistent with the RCT literature, which frequently emphasizes the 

bistrategic controller’s social success, with their extroverted, socially astute natures 

facilitating both acceptance and popularity among peers (Hawley et al., 2008; Pellegrini 

et al., 2011).  

Bistrategic controllers also perceived themselves as more socially competent 

than noncontrollers, but did not differ in perceived social competence when compared 

to adolescents who primary employed coercive control. In fact, noncontrollers felt less 

socially competent than each of the other resource control subtypes in the present study. 

These preliminary findings are interesting and partially support our predictions. That is, 

we expected that coercive controllers would report lower levels of social competence 

when compared to both prosocial controllers and bistrategic controllers, as coercive 

resource control strategies tend to mirror many of the characteristics traditionally 

expected of socially inept, aggressive children (Hawley, 2003). Our findings concerning 

noncontrollers, however, were as expected and reinforce previous descriptions of 
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adolescents within this resource control subtype as anxious, withdrawn and victimised 

with a tendency to display poor social skills, deferring to others in social situations 

(Hawley & Little, 1999; Hawley et al., 2007). 

Strengths, Limitations and Future Research Directions 

Whereas the present study had a number of strengths, including its strong 

theoretical foundations in RCT (Hawley, 1999), the application of both developmental 

and evolutionary perspectives and the use of a person-centred approach, we also 

acknowledge two primary limitations. First, utilising a cross-sectional design limited 

our ability to imply directional pathways and to study causal effects (Levin, 2006). 

Therefore, replication of these preliminary findings in future research is important, 

particularly by employing a longitudinal design to examine the differences in social and 

emotional well-being amongst the resource control subtypes during the developmental 

period of adolescence and into young adulthood. 

Second, although we had a relatively large group of participants, data were 

collected from a single school setting and 76% of the study sample identified as either 

Maori or white Australian, potentially compromising generalisability to other cultural 

groups. Previous research has shown that peer nominations may be influenced by 

different cultural perceptions of social behaviours such as aggression (Weisz et al., 

1995). Therefore, future research should consider implementing research designs that 

can be interpreted cross-culturally, such as those with multiple methods, including 

observation techniques (French et al., 2002). 

Despite these limitations, the present study contributes to and expands upon the 

extant literature, by highlighting the subtle yet important differences in social and 

emotional well-being that can manifest for adolescents who utilise varying 

combinations of coercive and prosocial resource control strategies within the peer 
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group, as part of their pursuit to belong. It is important to continue to study these 

associations in order to contribute to the field of adolescent peer relations. For example, 

in order to more fully capture the multifaceted nature of adolescents’ social worlds, it 

may also be pertinent to examine adolescent peer relations at the level of the dyad. That 

is, extending the current work by employing a similar approach to profile different types 

of adolescent friendships and their impact on well-being may provide further insight 

into the complexities inherent at this distinctive developmental time.  

Conclusion  

In sum, the present study utilised a person-centred approach, in the tradition of 

RCT (Hawley, 1999) to form five resource control subtypes - prosocial controllers, 

coercive controllers, typical controllers, bistrategic controllers and noncontrollers – 

from a sample of Australian adolescents, who were subsequently compared on measures 

of social and emotional well-being. Our findings, whilst preliminary in nature, re-

emphasise some social and emotional incentives for adolescents to behave in primarily 

prosocial ways when interacting with peers, as well as the potential vulnerabilities for 

noncontrollers. Importantly, the present findings also identified one emotional 

shortcoming (i.e., more emotional loneliness) for bistrategic controllers when compared 

to prosocial controllers. In future research, there is the potential to extend this 

preliminary work, for example, with the use of a longitudinal design and also by 

investigating adolescent peer relations at both the group and dyadic level, in order to 

recognise their unique contribution to social and emotional well-being. 
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Summary of Chapter 4 

Study 2, reported in this chapter, investigated the strategies that adolescents may 

employ when interacting with peers in order to procure social resources as part of their 

pursuit to belong, and how these strategies are associated with adolescent loneliness, 

life satisfaction, global self-worth and social competence. Therefore, Study 2 

contributed to Aim 1 of the thesis, which was to investigate how social status, in the 

form of popularity and peer acceptance, and gender may modify the temporal impact of 

earlier relational aggression and victimisation on later peer experiencesand then to 

considerhow such behavioural strategies within the peer group are associated with well-

being (see Figure 1.1). Utilising a person-centred approach, grounded in RCT (Hawley, 

1999), five resource control subtypes were formed - prosocial controllers, coercive 

controllers, typical controllers, bistrategic controllers and noncontrollers – and 

subsequently compared on measures of social and emotional well-being. Findings from 

this study highlight some social and emotional incentives for prosocial controllers and 

some potential vulnerabilities for noncontrollers who do not engage in either prosocial 

or coercive strategies for social resource control. Importantly, a higher level of 

emotional loneliness was reported by bistrategic controllers, when compared to 

prosocial controllers. In the next study (Study 3) reported in Chapter 5, a new measure 

of adolescent friendship is developed and normed on a sample of Australian adolescents 

in order to ultimately investigate the unique and conjoint associations of peer status and 

friendship with adolescent well-being in Studies 4 and 5 (Chapters 6 and 7). 
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CHAPTER 5 

The Adolescent Friendship Structure Inventory (AFSI): A Review and  

Empirical Consolidation of Existing Measures 

Chapter 5 presents Study 3 in the form of a journal article that has been 

submitted for publication. The article provides a literature review and empirical 

consolidation of friendship measures. This process resulted in the identification of a 

core set of items to assess the self-reported features of adolescents’ closest nominated 

friendship (i.e., “number 1 friend”). The data were collected from 498 Australian 

adolescents, aged 12 to 17 years. This involved an initial pilot (n= 83) of 91 items and a 

primary cross-sectional study (n = 415), which was used to identify a final set of 26 

items comprising the Adolescent Friendship Structure Inventory (AFSI). The 

development of this measure was theoretically influenced by a model which 

differentiates deep and surface friendship structures (Hartup & Stevens, 1997). Thus, 

Study 3 contributes to Aim 2 of the thesis, which is to consider the role of friendship in 

well-being, as well as its contributions in conjunction with social status (see Figure 1.1).  
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Study 3 

The Adolescent Friendship Structure Inventory (AFSI): 

A Review and Empirical Consolidation of Existing Measures 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ferguson, S., Duffy, A., & Zimmer-Gembeck (2015). The Adolescent Friendship 

Structure Inventory (AFSI): A review and empirical consolidation of existing measures. 

Manuscript submitted for publication.  
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As co-authors of the journal article “Adolescent Friendship Structure Inventory (AFSI): 

A Review and Empirical Consolidation of Existing Measures”, we confirm that 

Samantha Ferguson made the following contributions: 

 Conducting data analysis to produce the article, 

 Review and interpretation of literature, 

 Writing of the paper, and 

 Identifying implications for future research. 

We agree to the inclusion of the journal article in this doctoral research submitted for 

examination. The journal in which this article has been prepared for publication is a 

peer reviewed journal with international readership.  

Amanda Duffy 

 / / 

Melanie J. Zimmer-Gembeck 

 / / 
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Abstract 

The aim of this review (Study 1) and empirical consolidation of friendship measures 

(Study 2) was to identify a core set of items to measure adolescents’ friendships. Guided 

by theory (Hartup & Stevens, 1997), existing self-report measures assessing adolescent 

friendship quality were identified and items were selected from each measure (91 items 

in total). It was expected that positive deep and surface features of friendship would 

form separable factors, and negative dimensions of friendship would also be found. 

Following a pilot study of the items, the primary study included 415 Australian 

adolescents (249 boys and 166 girls, aged 12 to 17 years) who completed questionnaires 

at school. Exploratory factor analysis of the items was conducted with 50% of the 

sample (n = 208). A 4-factor model including 26 items emerged, comprising deep and 

surface friendship structure, coercive power, and conditional social regard. The factor 

structure was confirmed with the other 50% of the sample (n = 207). This confirmatory 

factor model had a good fit to the data and the four subscales on the new Adolescent 

Friendship Structure Inventory (AFSI) had sound inter-item correlations. The AFSI will 

be useful for future basic and applied research on adolescents’ friendships.  
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The Adolescent Friendship Structure Inventory (AFSI): A Review and  

Empirical Consolidation of Existing Measures 

Throughout the last quarter century, scholars have attended to defining and 

measuring the many features of friendships, with the ultimate goal of understanding 

when and why friendships emerge, how they are beneficial, and how to assist young 

people to initiate and maintain the best of friends (for a review, see Gifford-Smith & 

Brownell, 2003). One particular outcome of this focus has been to deepen our 

understanding of the importance of friendship during the developmental period of 

adolescence (Larson & Richards, 1991; Shulman, Laursen, Kalman, & Karpovsky, 

1997; Sullivan, 1953).  

Despite the attention given to adolescent friendships, there continues to be 

challenges, first in identifying the important conceptual components of such friendships 

and then in operationalising them (Bagwell & Schmidt, 2011; Furman, 1996). As 

recently as the past decade, researchers have been challenged to place more emphasis on 

comprehensively and appropriately defining the elusive phenomenon of friendship 

(Bukowski & Sippola, 2005). Complicating the issue further, many recent 

conceptualisations have been hindered by the oversimplification of a multidimensional 

construct. According to Adams, Bukowski, and Bagwell (2005), this disharmony among 

researchers may stem from the various ways in which three pertinent and recurring 

questions are addressed: (1) what is a friend? (2) what are the characteristics of a 

friendship? and (3) how should friendship most accurately be measured? 

Notwithstanding these variations, there is consensus about some aspects of the 

definition of a friend. Friendship has consistently been defined in the literature as a 

voluntary, predominantly same-sex, and dyadic relationship, with equality at its core 

(Bagwell & Schmidt, 2011; Bukowski & Hoza, 1989; Rubin et al., 2006). There is also 
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an implied element of reciprocity, in that adolescents within a friendship each report 

enduring intimacy and closeness with each other (Bukowski & Hoza, 1989; Shulman et 

al., 1997). Hartup and Steven’s (1997) differentiation of deep and surface friendship 

structures, as well as the application of this model within existing empirical work (Hall, 

2012), has helped to conceptualise the additional elements of friendship. These authors 

refer to deep friendship structure as the essence or social meaning of a friendship, which 

can be an important source of security (Bowlby, 1969), self-worth (Sullivan, 1953) and 

well-being (Weiss, 1973), across the lifespan, albeit in developmentally appropriate 

ways (Hartup & Stevens, 1999). In comparison, surface friendship structure is referred 

to as the actual exchanges that occur between friends (e.g., spending time together), 

which change depending on certain developmental tasks and contribute to the 

development of deep friendship structure. Authors such as Hall (2012) have assessed 

deep friendship structure in the form of symmetrical reciprocity. Components of 

symmetrical reciprocity including loyalty, trust, and support were considered, as part of 

the development of this scale, to represent the essence of friendship (Sapadin, 1988; 

Weiss & Lowenthal, 1975), with their capacity to distinguish a close friend from an 

acquaintance (Newcomb & Bagwell, 1995) via  the development of intimacy between 

friends (Fehr, 2004). 

Guided by this theory (Hartup & Stevens, 1999) and its extant empirical 

application (Hall, 2012), two studies were conducted, with the purpose of identifying a 

set of items that assess positive qualities that can be differentiated into deep and surface 

structures of friendship. We also assessed negative features of identified friends’ 

behaviours, such as coercion and power imbalance, which could be used to differentiate 

dyadic relationships with mostly positive qualities from those that also include negative 

interactions and problems. Incorporating more negative friendship qualities into a single 
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measure is important in order to allow the consideration that not all friendships are 

equal or equally beneficial (Hartup & Stevens, 1999) and some adolescents may report 

on dyadic relationships to which they have attributed the label of a 'friend' despite their 

frequent experiences of negative social exchanges and a paucity of closeness and 

support. 

In the first study, we searched the literature for measures commonly used to 

assess the qualities and dimensions of friendship among adolescents. In the second 

study, we incorporated all relevant features we identified into one comprehensive 

multidimensional scale. That is, we consolidated the items from the identified friendship 

measures, located any measurement gaps, and used this set of items to assess the 

qualities of adolescents’ friendships and the factor structure of the items.  

Study 1 

The aim of Study 1 was to identify commonly used self-report measures 

designed to assess friendship characteristics, with a particular focus on items relevant to 

adolescents. We then summarised and defined the qualities and features considered 

across all of these measures, and compared and contrasted the measures. 

Search Method 

Existing friendship scales were located by searching for published studies on 

friendship scale development, which appeared in the literature from January 1980 to 

December 2014. We searched several electronic databases, including PsycINFO (17 

articles), ProQuest (31 articles) and Google Scholar (196 articles). In order to capture 

relevant articles, we used multiple search terms, including 'friendship' combined with 

'scale',' inventory' or 'measurement'.  The reference lists of relevant research papers were 

also searched for additional articles. We limited the search to articles published in peer-

reviewed journals, written in English. Of the articles identified from these data search 
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methods, eight established and validated friendship scales were selected based on the 

suitability and/or adaptability of their items to the adolescent period. Each of these 

scales also appear in prominent narrative summaries of the friendship literature (e.g., 

Bagwell & Schmidt, 2011), as well as contemporary empirical friendship reviews (e.g., 

Hall, 2012). All measures, and example items from each measure, are described in 

Table 5.1.  

Table 5.1 

Preliminary Items Selected for the Adolescent Friendship Structure Inventory 

Item  

(My number 1 friend…) Existing measure(s)  

and I sit together at lunch FQQ 

picks me as a partner for things FQQ 

and I do fun things together FQQ, FQS, NRI 

(RQV), MFQ 

and I spend all our free time together FQS 

and I go to each other's houses (e.g., after school, weekends, holidays)* FQS, FQQ 

and I just sit around and talk about things (e.g., school, sport, things we like) FQS, MFQ 

and I are happy when we spend time together* FQS 

is exciting to be with MFQ 

is exciting to talk to MFQ 

has good ideas about activities to do when we spend time together* FQQ, MFQ 

can make me laugh* MFQ 

would make me feel better if I was worried MFQ 

would share his/her lunch with me if I forgot mine FQS 

gives me help without me having to ask for it* FSES MFQ 

and I share things with each other (e.g., books, clothes, music)* FQQ 

and I help each other with school work FQQ, FSES 

lends me things that I need MFQ 

would do a special favour for me if I asked* FQQ, MFQ 

supports me when I'm going through a difficult time FSES 

allows me to use his/her things without asking* IFS 

would help me if another kid was causing me trouble* FQS 

does things for me without expecting anything in return*   FSES 

gives me advice when I have a problem* FQQ 

helps me to see that things are not so bad when I feel down ISDS 

is the person I depend on to cheer me up when I'm sad* NRI (RQV) 

is available when I need him/her ISDS 

makes sacrifices for me FSES 

is someone I feel close to IFS 

 continues on next page 
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Table 5.1 

Preliminary Items Selected for the Adolescent Friendship Structure Inventory (AFSI) 

contd. 

Item  

(My number 1 friend…) Existing measure(s)  

is someone I like* IFS 

is someone I feel free to be myself with (RS)* FIMS 

is someone I miss when he/she is not around* ISDS 

and I have many common interests FSES 

thinks the same as me about things that are important in life* FSES 

sticks up for me if others talk behind my back FQQ 

feels like he/she has to be my friend because of things I have done* FSES 

would stay my friend even if other people didn't like me MFQ, FQQ 

would stay my friend even if other people criticised me MFQ 

would still be my friend even if we didn't see each other for a few months MFQ 

gives me the feeling I can trust him/her* ISDS, FIMS 

will stand by me through anything FSES 

is the person I can't wait to tell when good things happen to me* IFS 

is the person I share my secrets and private feelings with NRI (RQV) 

and I always tell each other our problems FQQ 

and I tell each other things that we wouldn't tell other people* FQS 

is someone I can talk to about my personal problems FSES, MFQ, NRI 

(RQV) 

listens to me (RS) FQQ 

tells me I'm good at things FQQ 

seems really proud of me NRI (RQV) 

makes me feel good about my ideas FQQ 

makes me feel important MFQ, FQQ 

is happy when things go well for me* FQS 

compliments me when I do something well MFQ 

likes or approves of the things I do NRI (RQV) 

makes me feel smart MFQ 

will always be fair in our friendship FSES 

is someone I can tell private things to MFQ, FQQ, NRI 

(RQV) 

does not keep my secrets  FQQ 

and I will not let our opinions affect our friendship, even if they are 

different 

FIMS 

is someone I have complete faith in FIMS 

cares about my feelings FQQ 

is someone I can talk to about intimate family problems FSES 

and I talk about things that make us sad FQQ 

is the person I tell things I don't want others to know NRI (RQV) 

is someone I can talk to about things I am ashamed of FSES 

and I talk when I'm mad about something that happened to me FQS 

tells me the truth even when it is painful FSES 

is not a very reliable person FIMS 

is someone I feel completely relaxed with after I've confided in them FIMS 

includes me in activities (RS) NRI (RQV) 

says mean things about me to other kids FQQ 

ignores me when he/she is mad at me NRI (RQV) 

 continues on next page 
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Table 5.1 

Preliminary Items Selected for the Adolescent Friendship Structure Inventory (AFSI) 

contd. 

Item  

(My number 1 friend…) Existing measure(s)  

excludes me when he/she is mad at me* NRI (RQV) 

hits, kicks or punches me when he/she is mad at me* NRI (RQV), FQS, FQQ 

and I get into fights or argue with each other NRI (SPV) FQQ, FQS 

says mean or harsh things to me  NRI (RQV) 

says "I'm sorry" if he/she hurts my feelings FQQ 

knows when I'm upset MFQ 

would stay my friend even if we argued* MFQ, FQS, NRI (SPV) 

and I make up easily when we have a fight  FQQ, FQS 

does not forgive me after we have fights (RS)* FQS 

tries to change me ISDS 

doesn't like it when I argue with him/her* ISDS 

wants me to agree with everything he/she says (RS) ISDS 

expects that everything will be done his/her way ISDS, NRI (RQV) 

pressures me to do things that he/she wants NRI (RQV) 

tries to get me to do things I don't like NRI (RQV) 

decides what to do when we are together ISDS, NRI (RQV) 

doesn't give me enough attention*  NRI (RQV) 

tries to stop me from being with others* ISDS 

gets jealous when he/she sees me hanging out with another friend* ISDS 

and I don’t let anyone hang out with us* IFS 

doesn't give me enough attention*  NRI (RQV) 

  

* Item has been adapted in the present study for clarification 

Note. FQQ = Friendship Quality Questionnaire (Parker & Asher, 1993), FQS = Friendship Qualities Scale 

(Bukowski et al., 1994), NRI = Network of Relationships Inventory (RQV = Relationship Quality 

Version; SPV = Social Provision Version; Furman & Buhrmester, 1985), MFQ = McGill Friendship 

Questionnaire (Mendelson & Aboud, 1999), ISDS = Intimacy and Self-Disclosure Scale (Shulman et al., 

1997), FSES = Friendship Standards and Expectations Scale (Hall, 2012), FIMS = Friendship Intensity 

Measurement Scale (Arunkumar & Dharmangadan, 2001), IFS = Intimate Friendship Scale (Sharabany, 

1994). 

Review Results 

The number and type of friendship features. Measures differed in the number 

of friendship features assessed, as well as in their assessment of positive as compared to 

negative friendship qualities. For example, the McGill Friendship Questionnaire 

(Mendelson & Aboud, 1999) assesses five friendship features (i.e., stimulating 

companionship, help, self-validation, reliable alliance, and intimacy), all of which are 

positive. In contrast, the Network of Relationships Inventory (Furman & Buhrmester, 

1985) has a 3-factor structure of one positive feature (social support) and two negative 
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features (negative interaction and power imbalance). However, there are many different 

friendships qualities that make-up social support (e.g., companionship, reliable 

alliance), which can be examined separately, if desired. 

Similarly, two of the most frequently cited friendship measures, the Friendship 

Qualities Scale (FQS; Bukowski, Hoza, &Boivin1993) and the Friendship Quality 

Questionnaire (FQQ; Parker & Asher, 1993), differ in their number of subscales, 

assessing five and six friendship features, respectively. The FQS has four positive 

subscales (security, closeness, receiving help/protection, and companionship) in 

comparison to the FQQ's five (validation and caring, conflict resolution, help and 

guidance, companionship and recreation, and intimate exchange). In addition, both the 

FQQ and FQS scales have only one negative subscale (conflict on the FQS; conflict and 

betrayal on the FQQ), illustrating that these measures also tend to include a wider range 

of positive than negative friendship qualities (Berndt & Keefe, 1995; Bukowski et al., 

1993; Furman & Buhrmester, 1985; Parker & Asher, 1993). Although conflict is 

commonly included on measures, other negative friendship qualities appear less 

frequently (e.g., dominance; Bagwell & Schmidt, 2011; Furman, 1996).  

Deep versus surface friendship structures. In other recent research, 

assessment has focused on deep versus surface friendship structures (Hartup & Stevens, 

1997) via self-report measures that identify friendship standards and expectations 

(Arunkumar & Dharmangadan, 2001; Hall, 2012; Sharabany, 1994; Shulman et al., 

1997). Ideal standards of friendship develop and are refined over time, creating a 

cognitive construct of desired friendship characteristics (e.g., loyalty, kindness), which 

can subsequently influence friendship formation, maintenance and dissolution (Clark & 

Ayers, 1993; La Gaipa, 1987; Oswald, Clark, & Kelly, 2004). During adolescence, a 

period when the structure and quality of peer relationships produce both new demands 
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and new opportunities for social and emotional growth, intensity also begins to 

characterise the construct of friendship (Bigelow, 1977; Jones & Dembo, 1989; Selman, 

1980; Sharabany, Gershoni & Hofman, 1981). Descriptions of an ideal friend 

increasingly include words such as dependable, understanding and accepting, a 

confidant and trustworthy (Hartup & Stevens, 1997).  

Of these measures, the Friendship Intensity Measurement Scale (FIMS; 

Arunkumar & Dharmangadan, 2001) focuses on four dimensions (viability, support, 

intimacy, harmony) and the Intimate Friendship Scale (Sharabany, 1994) includes eight 

features of intimate friendship (frankness and spontaneity, sensitivity and knowing, 

attachment to the friend, exclusiveness in the relationship, giving and sharing with the 

friend, imposition, common activities, trust and loyalty). Furthermore, the Intimacy and 

Self-disclosure Scale (Shulman et al., 1997) assessed dimensions of intimacy 

(emotional closeness, balanced relatedness, respect for friend, conformity, and control) 

and self-disclosure (family, friends, and physical development) whereas the Friendship 

Standards and Expectations Scale (Hall, 2012) included a four-dimensional model of 

friendship expectations: symmetrical reciprocity, communion, solidarity, and agency.  

In sum, Study 1 involved identifying, comparing and consolidating items from 

commonly used self-report friendship measures within the theoretical framework of 

deep versus surface friendship structure (Hartup & Stevens, 1997). Study 1 also focused 

on identifying items relevant to the developmental period of adolescence. This led to 

Study 2, within which a core set of items were defined for inclusion in a new 

multidimensional adolescent friendship measure – the Adolescent Friendship Structure 

Inventory (AFSI).  
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Study 2 

Items selected for inclusion in the AFSI were from existing measures of 

adolescent friendship identified in Study 1 (see Table 5.1). Twenty-nine different 

subscales were identified from the selected established friendship measures, reflecting 

23 positive qualities and 6 negative qualities, which were then themed to the definition 

of a friend.  To develop the AFSI, first, all items selected from previously validated 

friendship scales identified in Study 1 (with some adaptation to clarify item content) 

were pilot tested to identify items to be retained in the scale (see Table 5.1). Next, a 

larger sample was used to explore and confirm the factor structure of a smaller set of 

items. Reliability, convergent and discriminant validity, concurrent validity, and 

criterion-related validity were also examined.  

Method 

Participants 

Pilot. For the pilot study, participants were 83 Australian adolescents, 42 boys 

(50.6%) and 41 girls (49.4%) in grades 8, 9 and 10 (aged 13.0 to 16.5 years, M = 14.19, 

SD = 0.79) attending a public school in an urban area. 

Primary study. The participants in the primary study were 443 Australian 

adolescents, 336 from an urban public school in a low socioeconomic area and 107 from 

two private schools within a middle socioeconomic region who were participating in an 

existing longitudinal study but had not completed the AFSI in any previous assessment. 

Consent was obtained from the parents of all participants at the beginning of the school 

year (one school) or prior to participation (a subset of students attending two schools). 

Thus, the participation rate was 86% at the former school. At the latter schools, the 

participation rate among students contacted was 76%. Of the 443 participants, 28 did 

not complete the questionnaire, so were omitted from further analyses. Another 39 
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adolescents had parental consent to participate, but were absent on the day of testing. 

This resulted in a final pool of 415 participants (249 boys and 166 girls, age range 12 to 

17 years, M = 14.80 years, SD = 0.77 years). Participants were in grades 8 (25%), 9 

(39%) or 10 (36%). When asked about ethnicity, 47% identified as white/Caucasian, 

35% identified as Maori, Indigenous Australian or Pacific Islander, 8% identified as 

Asian and the remaining 10% identified as ‘other’.  

Measures  

AFSI. Ninety-one items were included in the pilot testing, with each item 

adopted (with some rare adaptation of item wording) from existing measures and 

classified into themes based on theory and the review conducted in Study 1. Items 

formed 14 themes covering the definition of a friend, including four positive surface 

friendship structures (companionship, help, validation, conflict resolution), five 

negative surface friendship structures (conflict, betrayal, dominance, exclusivity, 

conformity) and five deep friendship structures (instrumental aid, intimacy, loyalty, 

self-disclosure, communion).  Before completing these items, participants nominated up 

to three same-sex friends from a list of students in their grade at school and selected 

their "number 1 friend" from this list. Participants were subsequently instructed to 

complete the friendship questions in relation to their "number 1 friend". Accordingly, 

the statement "my number 1 friend…" preceded each question. These nominations were 

subsequently utilised in a matching procedure, with reciprocated friendships formed if 

participants received a mutual friendship nomination from at least one of the three peers 

they nominated as friends. All items had response options that ranged from 1 (not at all 

true) to 5 (really true).  

In the primary study, 47 items were maintained. Following factor analyses, 

subscale scores were calculated by averaging participant responses to items that loaded 
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highly on each factor. When applicable, items were reverse scored prior to creating 

composite scores.  

Friendship satisfaction. In the primary study, participants also completed the 7-

item satisfaction subscale of the McGill Friendship Questionnaire-Respondent’s 

Affection (MFQ-RA; Mendelson & Aboud, 1999). An example item from this scale 

reads “I feel my friendship with ___ is good”. Response options range from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Average scores were created, with items reverse scored 

where necessary, such that higher scores indicated greater friendship satisfaction. This 

measure was used to assess concurrent validity of the AFSI, with the expectation that 

friendship satisfaction would show moderate positive correlations with deep and surface 

friendship structure and moderate negative correlations with negative social exchange.  

Procedure 

Prior to commencement of the research, ethical clearance from the university 

Human Research Ethics Committee was obtained, as well as permission from the 

appropriate education authorities (i.e., school Principal). In order for a child to be 

eligible to participate, parents returned a signed affirmative parental consent form.  

Questionnaires were completed by students at school during school hours, under the 

supervision of researchers. One researcher read a standardised set of instructions, and 

students completed each item. The items for the pilot study took approximately 30 

minutes to complete. In the primary study, the items took approximately 20 minutes to 

complete. Students were thanked for their participation and provided with a school-

related gift (e.g., a pencil) following completion of the questionnaire.  
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Results  

Pilot Study 

The purpose of the pilot study was to identify items to retain for the primary 

study. A series of preliminary data analyses was conducted for each subscale 

individually, using principal components analysis with varimax rotation. The aim of 

these analyses was to identify items which did not load highly (< 0.3; 5 items) on any 

relevant subscale/theme or were complex (i.e., loaded highly on more than one factor;  

> 0.4; 17 items). In addition, if two or more items were very similar, one was removed 

(13 items), as were conceptually ambiguous items (9 items) within each subscale. In 

total 44 items were removed through this process resulting in a final pool of 47 items 

for use in the primary study.  

Primary Study: Preliminary Analyses 

The percentage of missing data for each item in the primary study ranged from 

0.1% to 0.6%. Little’s MCAR test (Little, 1988) was not significant χ2 (1056, N = 415) 

= 1110.71, p = .118, indicating that the missing data pattern met the strict criterion of 

missing completely at random. This small amount of missing data (less than 1%) was 

imputed using an expectation-maximisation (EM) algorithm in SPSS. The preliminary 

AFSI items (n = 47) were then examined using exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). In order to undertake this task, the participants were 

split into two groups using random assignment. EFA was undertaken for group 1 (N = 

208) and CFA was undertaken for group 2 (N = 207).  

Primary Study: Exploratory Factor Analysis 

 Selecting 50% of the primary study participants, EFA was conducted with the 

goal of retaining items with a high factor loading on a single factor and no cross loading 

with another factor. In an initial maximum likelihood analysis with promax rotation, 
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eigenvalues > 1.0 and the scree plot indicated that nine factors should be extracted. 

These accounted for 65.33% of the total variance. Two items loading on a single factor 

were removed, given that factors with a small number of items have been shown be 

unstable (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Three items with factor loadings less than 0.4 

and 16 items with complex loadings (i.e., loading > 0.4 on more than one factor) were 

also removed. Overall, 21 items were removed, leaving 26 items. After removing these 

items, eigenvalues > 1.0 and the scree plot in a subsequent analysis indicated four 

factors should be extracted, accounting for 58.29% of the variance. Sixteen items loaded 

highly on two factors that were theoretically consistent, demonstrating components of 

positive deep and surface friendship structure (Hartup & Stevens, 1997; see Table 5.2). 

In addition, another 10 items loaded on two factors that included negative qualities of 

friendship. These factors were labelled coercive power and conditional social regard. As 

can be seen in Table 5.2, item loadings were all over 0.4 and no cross loadings > 0.2 

were identified. Cronbach's α for the items on each factor are also shown in Table 5.2, 

and ranged from .71 to .91. These values were above the recommended cut-off of .70 

for good internal consistency of the measure (De Vaus, 2002). 

Primary Study: Confirmatory Factor Analysis  

Selecting the other 50% of the student participants, we next conducted 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFAs) utilising AMOS® Version 21, with the aim of 

confirming the identified four-factor model of the AFSI. The model’s goodness of fit 

was assessed by examining the comparative fit index (CFI; Bentler & Bonett, 1980) and 

root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA; Browne & Cudeck, 1993). 

According to conventional guidelines, a CFI of .90 and an RMSEA of .08 indicate a 

reasonable model fit (Kline, 2005). In this study, the model provided a good fit to the 
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data, χ2 (430) = 698.95, CFI = .917, RMSEA = 0.06, p < .001. In addition, all items 

loaded highly on the appropriate factor (see Table 5.2).  

Table 5.2 

Results of Exploratory and Confirmatory Factor Analyses, with Cronbach's Alphas  

 EFA CFA 

 F1 F2 F3 F4 F1 F2 F3 F4 

Factor 2: Deep Friendship Structure         

Is the person I tell things I don't want others to 

know 

.88    

.85 

   

Is someone I can talk to about things I am ashamed 

of 

.80    

.73 

   

Is the person I depend on to cheer me up when I am 

sad 

.71    

.68 

   

Is someone I miss if they are not around .65    .63    

Is someone I can talk to about my personal 

problems 
.65 

   .74    

Is the person I can't wait to tell when good things 

happen 
.57 

   .71    

And I tell each other things we wouldn't tell other 

people 
.56 

   .77    

Helps me to see that things are not so bad when I’m 

down 
.50 

   .79    

Factor 2: Surface Friendship Structure         

Lends me things that I need  .71    .62   

Is exciting to be with  .67    .76   

Can make me laugh  .63    .66   

Likes or approves of the things I do   .63    .68   

We are happy when we spend time together  .58    .77   

We help each other with school work  .55    .57   

Listens to me  .53    .60   

Would help me if another kid was causing me 

trouble 

 
.51 

   

.78 

  

Factor 3: Coercive Power          

And I make up easily when we have a fight (RS)   .78    .60  

Pressures me to do things they want   .77    .74  

Tries to stop me being with others   .75    .72  

Says mean or harsh things to me   .74    .88  

Would stay my friend even if we argued (RS)    .70    .53  

Hits kicks punches me when they are mad at me*   .56    .74  

Factor 4: Conditional Social Regard         

Ignores me when they are mad at me    .70    .60 

Excludes me when they are mad at me    .58    .71 

Gets jealous when they see me with another friend    .55    .68 

Wants me to agree with everything they say    .47    .66 

         

Cronbach’s Alpha 90 .86 .86 .71 .91 .87 .87 .75 

Composite reliability (CR)     .90 .85 .86 .76 
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Primary Study: Descriptive Analysis and Validity Assessment of the AFSI 

Subsequently, the final four subscales of the AFSI were evaluated for reliability 

and validity in SPSS version 23. Cronbach’s alpha showed adequate internal 

consistency, with all subscales at or above the acceptable value of .70 (see Table 5.2). 

The composite reliability (CR) surpassed .70 (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010), 

supporting convergent validity and suggesting that the items within each factor were 

highly correlated with each other. In addition, correlations between subscales were not 

higher than 0.70 and cross-loadings were not greater than 0.20, supporting discriminant 

validity and indicating that the factors are distinct and that items relate more strongly to 

their own factor than to another factor. Furthermore, as expected, friendship satisfaction 

was moderately positively associated with surface friendship structure and with deep 

friendship structure, and negatively associated with coercive power and conditional 

social regard, supporting concurrent validity (see Table 5.3). 

Table 5.3 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations among Subscales of the AFSI and Between AFSI 

Subscales and Friendship Satisfaction (N = 207)  

 Mean SD 1 2 3 4 

Model 1        

1. Surface friendship structure  3.72 0.75 -    

2. Deep friendship structure 4.07 0.97 .68** -   

3. Coercive power  2.57 1.19 .02 -.02 -  

4. Conditional social regard  1.70 0.74 -.28** -.05 .16* - 

5. Friendship satisfaction  4.18 0.68 .53** .48** -.23** -.23** 

* p < .05 ** p < .01. 

All measures had a possible range from 1 to 5. 

AFSI = Adolescent Friendship Structure Inventory. 

 

Finally, criterion-related validity was partially established. First, two friendship 

categories were created. Participants were considered to be a member of the 

‘reciprocated friendship’ category if they received a mutual friendship nomination by at 
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least one of the three peers they nominated as friends. In contrast, participants were 

allocated to the ‘non-reciprocated friendship’ category if they received no shared 

friendship nominations. Next, in a series of independent samples t-tests, significant 

mean differences were found between reciprocated friendships (M = 3.84, SD = .93) and 

non-reciprocated friendships (M = 3.17, SD = 1.00) on deep friendship structure, t (200) 

= 3.86, p < .001. Significant mean differences also were found between adolescents' 

reports about reciprocated friendships (M = 4.14, SD = .71) versus non-reciprocated 

friendships (M = 3.75, SD = .85) on surface friendship structure, t (200) = 2.86, p = 

.005. Finally, significant differences were found for coercive power, t (89.28) = 3.31,    

p = .001, (M = 2.64, SD = 1.23 for reciprocated friendships; M = 2.13, SD = 0.73 for 

non-reciprocated friendships). However, no significant differences were found between 

reciprocated friendships (M = 1.74, SD = 0.75) and non-reciprocated friendships (M = 

1.52, SD = 0.67) for conditional social regard, t (200) = 1.56, p = .121. That is, 

participants within reciprocated friendships reported higher levels of deep (Cohen's d = 

0.69) and surface friendship structure (Cohen's d = 0.50) and coercive power (Cohen's d 

= 0.50) compared to those without reciprocated friends, demonstrating medium effect 

sizes.  

Discussion 

Overall, the aim of the present studies was to address three recurring questions 

in the adolescent friendship literature (Adams et al., 2005; 1) what is a friend? (2) what 

are the characteristics of a friendship? and (3) how should friendship most accurately be 

measured? In order to address this aim, existing measures of friendship were identified 

and reviewed to align to a comprehensive definition of adolescent friendship, from 

which a core set of items were selected to assess deep and surface structure (Hartup & 

Stevens, 1997), as well as positive and negative qualities of adolescent friendship. This 
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process resulted in a multidimensional adolescent friendship scale, referred to as the 

Adolescent Friendship Structure Inventory (AFSI), which incorporated and refined 

items from established friendship instruments (e.g., Arunkumar & Dharmangadan, 

2001; Bukowski et al., 1994; Furman & Buhrmester, 1985; Parker & Asher, 1993; 

Sharabany, 1994; Shulman et al., 1997).  

The resulting 26-item AFSI measure provides a set of four reliable subscales to 

assess adolescent friendship features. These features include positive deep friendship 

structure reflective of closeness and intimate self-disclosure; positive surface friendship 

structure reflective of support, validation and companionship; and two negative 

friendship qualities of coercive power and conditional social regard. The four subscales 

of the AFSI reflect transitioning perceptions of friendship. For example, items from the 

deep friendship structure subscale capture the developing emphasis on intimate self-

disclosure during emerging adolescence. This may be distinguished from items focused 

on the assessment of concrete, play-focused socialising in middle childhood (Bigelow, 

1977; Parker & Asher, 1993; Selman, 1980) or from items which depict the shift to 

work and/or family-related conversations that characterise the friendships of young 

adults (Hartup & Stevens, 1997; Sherman De Vries &Lansford 2000). Thus, we see a 

key strength of the AFSI is its ability to comprehensively assess characteristics of 

friendship specific to adolescence.  

Friendship, its Characteristics and Measurement 

To address the questions (1) what is a friend? (2) what are the characteristics of 

a friendship? and (3) how should friendship most accurately be measured? (Adams et 

al., 2006) we first reviewed the literature, in order to identify the defining characteristics 

of adolescent friendship within existing measures (Bagwell & Schmidt, 2011; Bukowski 

& Hoza, 1989; Rubin et al., 2006). Care was taken to ensure that each essential aspect 
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of adolescent friendship was reflected in the items identified for inclusion on the AFSI. 

Aligned to the definition of friendship in most literature on adolescents, only same sex 

friendships were included in the present study, with participants voluntarily nominating 

peers from within their grade at school. The AFSI also included items addressing 

companionship, support, and validation, as well as intimacy and closeness, which are 

each aligned to the definition of a friend and therefore essential to include on any 

measure of friendship quality.  

In order to comprehensively assess adolescent friendship quality, it is important 

to also consider that there may be negative qualities inherent in some adolescent 

friendships. That is, in the pursuit of friendship, some adolescents may instead 

experience a friendship, and subsequently nominate a “number 1 friend”, that is 

represented by a dyadic relationship within which inequality, in the form of conditional 

social regard and coercive power, features prominently. With equality at the very core 

of all conceptual considerations of friendship (Bagwell & Schmidt, 2011; Rubin et al., 

2006), it is clear that these relationships would not meet the objective definition of a 

friend and can therefore be differentiated using the AFSI’s subscales.  

In addition, in order to adequately capture construct complexity, the AFSI 

aligned the essential elements of early adolescent friendship with theory (Hartup & 

Stevens, 1997), incorporating both surface and deep friendship structures. In this way, 

we anticipated that positive surface exchanges reported about a same-sex friendship, 

such as companionship, would provide the building blocks for deepness and intensity, 

manifesting as a reciprocated and close friendship marked by intimate exchanges. Initial 

evidence of the concurrent validity of the AFSI provides support for this proposition, 

with a moderate to high positive correlation between deep and surface friendship 
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features, and adolescents reporting friendships that are higher in deep and surface 

friendship features also reporting more friendship satisfaction. 

In addition, partially supporting criterion-related validity, participants within 

reciprocated friendships were significantly more likely to report higher levels of deep 

and positive surface friendship structures. Although, adolescents within reciprocated 

friendships also reported more coercive power than their peers without reciprocated 

friends and no significant differences were found between reciprocated and non-

reciprocated friendships for conditional social regard. Taken together, these findings are 

not surprising, as they support the notion that the friendships of adolescents with more 

deep and surface friendship structures (i.e., along the friendship continuum) are more 

likely to be reciprocated. In addition, these findings suggest that other adolescents may 

nominate and experience reciprocated dyadic relationships that are characterised by a 

variety of positive and negative interactions, highlighting the importance of the AFSI as 

one way to potentially identify a range of different friendship types.  

The Adolescent Friendship Structure Inventory  

The use of the AFSI allows researchers access to a 4-factor scale that could help 

to identify adolescent friendships that have primarily positive features from dyadic 

relationships with a mix of positive or negative features (or perhaps even predominantly 

coercive and conditional features). That is, the AFSI distinguishes deep and surface 

friendship structures (Hartup & Stevens, 1997), whilst simultaneously providing a 

measure that could be used to differentiate the essential elements of adolescent 

friendship. This allows for the subtle, yet important, distinctions inherent in adolescent 

friendship to emerge, with the ability to identify the aspects of a relationship that may 

enable a friendship to flourish, as well as those that may hinder friendship progression 

and perhaps even foster maladaptive patterns within the dyad. 
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Previously, more than one well-validated friendship measure would have been 

required to undertake the abovementioned task, which may now be performed using a 

single multidimensional scale, strategically incorporating the most salient and relevant 

items from the extant friendship literature. For example, the unique role that poor 

conflict resolution may play in hindering the establishment and maintenance of a 

friendship may be further explored, as relevant items are included within the subscale 

assessing coercive power. The AFSI also has several practical advantages, allowing for 

the identification of, and distinction between, conditional social regard and coercive 

power within a nominated “friendship”, such that their uniquely detrimental effects on 

adolescent peer relations may be further elucidated.  

Limitations, Future Research Directions and Conclusion 

Whereas the adolescents who participated in the present studies were diverse in 

background and preliminary findings suggest that the AFSI is a potentially valuable 

new measure, we also acknowledge the need to replicate these findings with other 

samples, in order to strengthen the reliability and validity of this new scale. For 

example, data for the factor analyses were collected in three schools, and 47% of the 

study sample identified as white Australian, potentially compromising generalisability 

to other cultural groups. Therefore, future research should consider implementing 

research designs that can be interpreted cross-culturally, such as those with multiple 

methods, including observation techniques (French et al., 2002). Thus, future research 

should extend present findings. In particular, the AFSI may identify adolescents who 

nominate a number 1 friend and subsequently describe a relationship within which there 

is an inherent imbalance of power and frequent incidence of negative surface exchange. 

These relationships would not be considered characteristic of true friendship, offering 

new avenues for both basic and applied research.  
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Furthermore, the AFSI could have a myriad of future applications depending on the 

research question of interest. For example, the four AFSI subscales may be used to 

examine the potential moderating role of negative friendship features in a longitudinal 

assessment of the association between positive friendship features and adolescent well-

being. Moreover, the AFSI may allow for person-centred approaches to adolescent 

friendship research, highlighting important distinctions and interactions among the 

various friendship characteristics. This is significant, given that researchers have 

recently begun to employ a person-centred approach more often in child and adolescent 

peer relations research (Magnusson, 2003; O’ Connor et al., 2012).  

In conclusion, the AFSI was founded on a consolidation of existing items from 

widely used friendship quality measures. Consistent with theory (Hartup & Stevens, 

1997), analyses revealed four subscales of deep and surface positive features of 

friendships, as well as negative features of coercive power and conditional social regard. 

This measure will be beneficial for future research on adolescents’ friendships including 

those adolescents for whom friendship remains an elusive concept. The AFSI may also 

be particularly useful in person-centred research and as an outcome measure for school-

based interventions designed to improve adolescent friendships and well-being.
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Summary of Chapter 5 

Study 3 (Chapter 5) provided a review and empirical consolidation of existing 

measures of adolescent friendship. This involved incorporating and refining items from 

established friendship measures (e.g., Arunkumar & Dharmangadan, 2001; Bukowski et 

al., 1994; Furman & Buhrmester, 1985; Parker & Asher, 1993; Sharabany, 1994; 

Shulman et al., 1997), in order to identify a core set of items that could be applied to 

friendships during the developmental period of adolescence. The development of the 

new measure – the Adolescent Friendship Structure Inventory (AFSI) - was guided by 

Hartup and Stevens’ (1997) differentiation of deep and surface friendship structure, as 

well as the empirical application of this model (Hall, 2012). Thus, Study 3 contributed 

to Aim 2 of the thesis, which was to consider the role of friendship in well-being, as 

well as its contributions in conjunction with social status (see Figure 1.1). Analyses 

revealed four subscales of the AFSI, including deep and surface positive features of 

friendships, as well as negative features of coercive power and conditional social regard. 

This measure was then utilised in Study 4 (Chapter 6) and Study 5 (Chapter 7), as part 

of a person-centred approach, in order to examine how different types of friendship 

were associated with adolescent well-being. 

  



 Peer Group and Friendship Forms in Adolescence 

 

107 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 Peer Group and Friendship Forms in Adolescence 

 

108 

CHAPTER 6 

Friendship Forms and Peer Status in Adolescence and their Associations with 

Loneliness, Life Satisfaction, and Self-Worth 

Chapter 6 is presented as a journal article (Study 4) that has been submitted for 

publication. The study employed a person-centred approach, analysing data sampled 

from a cross-section of 317 urban Australian adolescents aged 12 to17 years. Study 4 

examined the ways in which different friendship types, in combination with gender, 

may contribute to adolescent emotional well-being. Social status in the form of 

popularity and peer acceptance were also controlled for in the present study, with the 

acknowledgement that adolescents' friendships are also embedded within a complex 

network of peer relations, which are important to consider when studying friendship and 

its links with well-being. Thus, Study 4 contributed to Aim 2 of the thesis, which was to 

consider the role of friendship in well-being, as well as its contributions in conjunction 

with social status (see Figure 1.1). Six friendship profiles were formed - model 

friendship, typical friendship, bistrategic alliance, coercive alliance, acquaintance, and 

friendless - based on the subscales of Adolescent Friendship Structure Inventory (AFSI; 

Ferguson et al., Ferguson et al., manuscript submitted for publication). Peer and self-

report questionnaire data were collected during school time. Theoretical perspectives 

including resource control and related theories (e.g., Hawley, 1999), as well as Hartup 

and Steven’s (1997) deep and surface friendship differentiation, which guided the 

development of the AFSI, were used to inform research questions, variables and 

hypotheses.  
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Study 4 

 

Friendship Forms and Peer Status in Adolescence and their Associations with 
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Abstract 

Interacting with friends can be beneficial for adolescent emotional well-being, but this 

can very much depend on the qualities of these interactions. In this study, we examined 

how emotional well-being, in the form of emotional loneliness, social loneliness, global 

self-worth, and life satisfaction, may be influenced by different types of adolescent 

friendships. Participants were 317 Australian adolescents, aged 12 to 17 years, who 

completed a questionnaire at school. Using the subscales of the Adolescent Friendship 

Structure Inventory (AFSI), six friendship profiles were formed from different 

combinations of deep and surface friendship structure, and negative social exchanges 

involving conditional social regard and coercive power. Results showed that adolescents 

describing a model friendship, which was high in deep and surface structure and low in 

negative social exchange, reported better well-being when compared to other friendship 

types and to adolescents without a mutual friend. Also, adolescents within a bistrategic 

alliance, which was high in deep or surface friendship structure and negative social 

exchange, were more emotionally lonely than adolescents with model friendships when 

controlling for peer acceptance, despite the comparable levels of social loneliness when 

controlling for popularity. This illustrates the importance of considering the unique 

consequences of particular friendship profiles for adolescent emotional well-being.  
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Friendship Forms and Peer Status in Adolescence and their Associations with 

Loneliness, Life Satisfaction, and Self-Worth 

 As adolescents engage in a complex array of positive and negative interactions 

with peers, the ways in which these interactions are interpreted, as well as adolescents’ 

ensuing social behaviours, can have a varying influence on their emotional well-being 

(Bagwell et al, 2001). Positive interactions with peers, such as sharing intimate 

conversations with friends and giving and receiving support, can be very important for 

maintaining positive well-being (Larson & Richards, 1991; Pedersen, Vitaro, Barker & 

Borge, 2007; Shulman, Laursen, Kalman, & Karpovsky, 1997; Sullivan, 1953). In fact, 

the enduring intimacy, closeness and equality inherent to a voluntary, reciprocal 

friendship can protect adolescents against the development of maladaptive emotional 

states such as loneliness and from emotional harm when other relational systems are 

poor (Bagwell & Schmidt, 2011; Bukowski & Hoza, 1989; Özen, Sumer, & Demir, 

2010; Pedersen et al., 2007; Rubin et al., 2006; Shulman et al., 1997).  

In contrast, negative interactions with peers, such as experiencing conflict and 

other forms of coercion have been found to play a role in friendship dissolution, as well 

as the development of emotional maladjustment (Bagwell et al., 2001; Berndt, 2002; 

Coie, Lochman & Terry, 1992; Daniels, Quigley, Menard, & Spence, 2010; Litwack et 

al., 2012; Parker & Seal, 1996). These experiences may be particularly salient during 

adolescence due to the increased need for interpersonal intensity at this time (Medora & 

Woodward, 1986; Rotenberg, 1999; Wood, 1986). Negative friendship experiences 

have been consistently related to indices such as loneliness, depression and lower self-

worth (Berndt & Keefe, 1995; Bukowski et al., 1994; Harter, 1999; Nangle, Erdley, 

Newman, Mason, & Carpenter, 2003; Parker &Asher, 1993; Zimmer-Gembeck & 
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Pronk, 2012), with the association between friendship intensity and well-being stronger 

in adolescence compared to other developmental times (Buhrmester, 1990).  

Considering the manifold benefits afforded by close, supportive relationships in 

adolescence (Shulman et al., 1997), as well as the potential for maladaptive outcomes 

when these relationships are poor (e.g., Daniels et al., 2010), it is important to continue 

to investigate the association between different types of friendship and emotional well-

being. Yet, friendships are not simple to define or assess, with existing friendship 

measures including a variety of different components or features, some with 10 or more 

friendship qualities (for reviews see Ferguson et al., manuscript submitted for 

publication; Newcomb & Bagwell, 1995). Despite these variations, three central 

components of intimacy, companionship and conflict have consistently been identified 

and were incorporated in the present study with the aim of investigating the role of 

friendship in adolescent emotional well-being.  

Specifically, framed within theory, these three central friendship features were 

assessed. Hartup and Stevens (1997) differentiate deep friendship features, such as 

intimate self-disclosure, from surface features, such as spending time together. The 

Adolescent Friendship Structure Inventory (AFSI) aligns with Hartup and Stevens’s 

model and also assesses forms of negative social exchange that may occur within dyadic 

relationships with peers.  These represent inherent inequalities, such as conditions 

placed on the dyad via either covert or overt means, including conditional social regard 

(e.g., ignoring, excluding and/or jealousy) and coercive power (e.g., hitting and/or name 

calling).  

A Person-Centred Approach and the Formation of Friendship Profiles 

Furthermore, the use of a person-centred approach allowed for the consideration 

that different types of friendship profiles can form. As researchers have recently begun 
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to employ a person-centred approach more frequently in child and adolescent peer 

relations research (O’Connor et al., 2012), the subscales of the AFSI (Ferguson et al., 

manuscript submitted for publication) were utilised in the present study in order to 

classify features of adolescent friendship. This involved focusing on particular 

processes, presumed to be specific to adolescents who share certain qualities, and 

allowed for six friendship profiles to be created. Five of these profiles emphasised 

qualities specific to the type of friendship (Hiatt, Laursen, Mooney, & Rubin, 2015; 

Laursen & Hoff, 2006; Magnusson, 2003) and one ‘friendless’ profile was identified 

when the dyadic relationship was not reciprocated (see Table 6.1).  

Of the friendship profiles, model friendships were identified when adolescents 

described primarily positive, prosocial exchanges, infrequent conflict and high levels of 

intimacy within their close peer relationships (Hawley et al., 2007). Alternatively, 

adolescents describing dyads with moderate intensity and fairly regular positive and 

negative social exchanges were profiled as part of typical friendship. Two types of 

alliances were also formed from descriptions of dyads within which there is mutual 

striving for power and visibility (Poorthuis, Thomaes, Denissen, van Aken, & de Castro 

2012). These include bistrategic alliances, for whom positive and negative social 

exchanges are frequently described in combination with average intensity, and coercive 

alliances within which adolescents experience frequent conflict, less intensity and 

infrequent positive social exchanges. Finally, acquaintances were profiled for 

adolescents describing low intensity and infrequent positive and negative social 

exchanges, which may occur due to an inability or a reluctance to engage positively 

with peers, or due to the inherent unfamiliarity of a new relationship.  
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Friendship Profiles and Emotional Well-being 

With the acknowledgement that not all friendships are equal or equally beneficial 

in adolescents' lives (Daniels et al., 2010), the six friendship profiles were formed in the 

present study in order to examine the influence of different friendship forms on 

adolescent emotional well-being, measured as loneliness, global self-worth, and life 

satisfaction.  

Social and emotional loneliness. Loneliness, which has been described as a sad 

or aching sense of isolation and longing for closeness with others (Asher & Paquette, 

2003; Parkhurst & Hopmeyer, 1998), can have different dimensions, which emerge 

from two specific unfulfilled needs (Margalit, 2010). Weiss (1973, 1982) differentiated 

social loneliness, which stems from diminished social integration, from emotional 

loneliness, arising from the lack of a close friend. Empirical evidence has supported this 

distinction, with emotional loneliness not diminished by substituting peer acceptance for 

intimate friendship (Dykstra & Fokkema, 2007; Heinrich & Gullone, 2006; Hojat, 1982; 

Russell et al., 1984). Therefore, emotional loneliness can be viewed as a crucial marker 

of perceived dyadic relationship deficits (Nangle et al., 2003). This notion is supported 

by previous research, which highlights that children without best friends report more 

loneliness than children with best friends, no matter how well accepted they are within 

the broader peer group (Parker & Asher, 1993).  

Global self-worth and life satisfaction. Furthermore, two well-validated 

measures of positive well-being are global self-worth and life satisfaction, respectively 

defined as the way individuals feel about themselves and about their lives in general 

(Bosson et al., 2003; Dubois & Tevendale, 1999; Harter, 1999; Proctor et al., 2009; 

Shirk et al., 2003). Self-worth and life satisfaction may also be considered as measures 

of success in various aspects of life (Birkeland, Melkevik, Holsen, & Wold, 2012; 
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Rosenberg, 1965). With their inherently esteem-enhancing properties, positive peer 

relations in general, and close supportive friendships in particular, are an important 

source of adolescent global self-worth and life satisfaction (Buhrmester, 1990; Compas, 

Slavin, Wagner, & Vannatta, 1986; Huebner, 1991; Laible, Carlo, & Roesch, 2004; 

Leary, Schreindorfer, & Haupt., 1995; Terry & Huebner, 1995; Townsend, McCracken, 

& Wilton, 1988). In fact, validation of self-worth and feelings of life satisfaction have 

been described as the hallmarks of friendship (Hiatt et al., 2015; Laursen, Furman, & 

Mooney, 2006).  

Social Status 

Adolescents' friendships are also embedded within a complex network of peer 

relations, highlighting the importance of considering peer social status, in the form of 

popularity and peer acceptance, when studying friendship and its links with well-being. 

Popularity tends to signify hierarchy and visibility, in that the company of popular 

adolescents is often pursued in order to circumstantially boost social status rather than 

to establish a close and mutually satisfying relational connection (Adler et al., 1992; 

Babad, 2001; Hartup & Stevens, 1999; Litwack et al., 2012). On the other hand, peer 

group acceptance is often considered a predecessor to friendship formation, with well-

accepted adolescents afforded more opportunities to establish dyads within the broader 

peer group (Bukowski & Newcomb, 1984; Nangle, Erdley, & Gold, 1996; Oldenburg & 

Kerns, 1997). In fact, mutual friendship formation necessitates acceptance by at least 

one other peer (Bukowski et al., 1994). The role of popularity and peer acceptance as 

covariates were examined in all analyses in the present study and, in this way, we 

controlled for the effects of social status when examining the relationship between 

friendship profiles and adolescent emotional well-being. 
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Gender 

The ways in which gender influences adolescent functioning in various life 

domains has also been highlighted in previous research (Galambos, Berenbaum, & 

McHale, 2009; Ruble, Martin, & Berenbaum, 2006). In the social domain, these 

differences often manifest as girls pursuing more relationship-orientated activities than 

boys, such as spending time with friends (Galambos et al., 2009; Rose & Rudolph, 

2006). Female same-sex friendships are generally described in terms of higher intensity 

than male same-sex friendships, with more frequent self-disclosure and validation 

(Benenson & Christakos, 2003; Rose, Carlson, & Waller, 2007). These gender 

differences may place females at higher risk of internalising difficulties when their 

dyadic relationships are characterised by frequent negative social exchanges (Koenig & 

Abrams, 1999).  

However, inconsistencies have emerged concerning gender differences for 

several measures of psychological adaptation during adolescence (e.g., Koenig & 

Abrams, 1999). For example, some researchers have found that female adolescents are 

lonelier than males (Brennan, 1982; Brennan & Auslander, 1979), whereas others state 

that loneliness is higher among males at this time (Avery, 1982; Page, 1990; Rich, 

Kirkpatrick-Smith, Bonner, & Jans, 1992) and still others report no significant gender 

differences (Koenig & Abrams, 1999; Marcoen, Goossens, & Caes, 1987). Therefore, in 

the present study, gender was included in all analyses in order to identify potential 

gender differences when examining associations of the friendship profiles and 

adolescent emotional well-being.  

Overview of the Proposed Study 

In sum, five friendship profiles (model friendship, typical friendship, bistrategic 

alliance, coercive alliance, acquaintance) were generated for the present study plus one 
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‘friendless’ profile (when friendships were not reciprocated). These profiles were 

created utilising the subscales of the newly formed AFSI measure and by employing a 

person-centred approach, in the tradition of related research (e.g., RCT; Hawley, 1999). 

Subsequently, adolescent emotional loneliness, social loneliness, global self-worth and 

life satisfaction were compared across the friendship profiles and between boys and 

girls while also accounting for the roles of popularity and peer acceptance.   

Overall, we expected adolescents within model friendships to report less 

emotional loneliness and more global self-worth and life satisfaction when compared to 

adolescents within each of the other friendship profiles, as well as less social loneliness 

compared to coercive alliances and acquaintances. This is consistent with research 

demonstrating that friendships with more positive social exchanges and higher intensity 

typically comprise adolescents with more positive emotional well-being (Coates, 1985; 

Dubow & Ullman, 1989; Mannarino, 1980; Nickerson & Nagle, 2004; McGuire & 

Weisz, 1982; Townsend et al., 1988). We also expected adolescents within bistrategic 

alliances to report less emotional loneliness compared to adolescents within coercive 

alliances and acquaintances, and less social loneliness when compared to adolescents 

within acquaintances, potentially due to fewer opportunities for social integration 

afforded to this latter subgroup of adolescents. Finally, as previous research has shown 

an increased risk of adjustment problems among aggressive youth (Coie & Dodge, 

1998; Valois et al., 2001), it was anticipated that adolescents within coercive alliances 

would report lower global self-worth and life satisfaction, when compared to those 

within model friendships, typical friendships, and bistrategic alliances.  
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Method  

Participants 

The participants were 346 Australian adolescents from an ethnically diverse, 

urban public school in a low to middle socioeconomic area. The participation rate was 

86%. Of the 346 participants, 29 did not complete the questionnaire accurately or 

completely, so were not included in further analyses. This resulted in a final pool of 317 

participants (200 boys and 117 girls, age range 12 to 17 years, M = 14.5 years, SD = 1.0 

years). This breakdown of boys to girls was reflective of the overall population of the 

school, which was 62% boys.  Participants were in grades 8 (29%), 9 (34%) or 10 

(37%). When asked about ethnicity, 30% of students identified as white/Caucasian, 

46% identified as Maori, Indigenous Australian or Pacific Islander, 10% identified as 

Asian and the remaining 14% identified as ‘other’. 

Measures 

Reciprocated friendships. Before completing the AFSI items, participants 

nominated up to three same-sex friends from a list of students in their grade at school. 

These nominations were subsequently utilised in a matching procedure, with 

reciprocated friendships formed if participants received a mutual friendship nomination 

from at least one of the three peers they nominated as friends. Previously, Bagwell and 

Schmidt (2011) have highlighted the importance of differentiating reciprocal and 

desired friendship nominations in order to enhance the validity of research in this field.  

AFSI. The 26-item Adolescent Friendship Structure Inventory (AFSI; Ferguson 

et al., manuscript submitted for publication) was utilised to assess adolescent friendship 

qualities. Participants selected their "number 1 friend" from their list of three same-sex 

friendship nominations and completed the friendship questions in relation to this 

selection. Accordingly, the statement "my number 1 friend…" preceded each question. 
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An 8-item subscale measured deep friendship structure, from which an example item 

reads “…is the person I tell things I don’t want others to know” (α = .89). Eight items 

were also utilised to assess surface friendship structure, including the following 

example item; “…are happy when we spend time together” (α = .86). Finally, ten items 

assessed negative social exchanges, with six items measuring coercive power and four 

items measuring conditional social regard. An example item reads “…pressures me to 

do things they want” (α = .72). All items had response options that ranged from 1 (not 

at all true) to 5 (really true). To create total scores for the deep and surface friendship 

structure scales, items relevant to these scales were averaged, with higher scores 

indicating more deep and surface structure. Finally, in order to create a total score for 

negative social exchange, two items assessing coercive power were reversed and then 

all items from coercive power and conditional social regard were averaged, with higher 

scores indicating more negative social exchanges.  

For those participants with a reciprocated friendship, friendship profiles were 

then created by calculating percentile scores for each of the three subscales, consistent 

with the procedure utilised by Hawley (1999, 2003) in order to create RCT profiles. 

That is, groups were defined by dividing the distributions of self-reported deep and 

surface friendship structures and negative social exchange constructs into groups that 

were low (in the bottom 33% of the distribution), average (in the middle 33% of the 

distribution), or high (in the top 33% of the distribution). See Table 6.1 for the criteria 

used to form the five friendship profiles.  A sixth group was formed containing those 

participants who received no shared friendship nominations or did not nominate a 

friend. 

 Emotional and social loneliness. The Peer Network and Dyadic Loneliness 

Scale (Hoza et al., 2000), which includes two 8-items subscales, was utilised to measure 
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emotional and social loneliness. In a two-step process, participants first selected their 

own feelings of loneliness against paired statements, and then specified whether the 

chosen statement was “sort of true” or “really true” for them (allowing four possible 

response options). An example for emotional loneliness reads, “Some people have 

someone their age who is a really close friend BUT other people don't have anybody 

their age who is a really close friend.” Social loneliness was rated in a similar way, for 

example, “Some people feel like they really fit in with other kids BUT some people 

don’t feel like they fit in with other kids”. The four response options were subsequently 

converted into a 4-point scale ranging from 1 (very low loneliness) to 4 (very high 

loneliness) and averaged, with higher scores indicating more emotional loneliness (α = 

.74) and social loneliness (α = .75).  

 Global self-worth. The 5-item global self-worth subscale from the Self-

Perception Profile for Adolescents (Harter, 2010) was utilised to assess adolescents' 

perceptions of their own worth. Participants first selected from paired statements, 

describing their feelings of self-worth and then specified whether the chosen statement 

was “sort of true” or “really true” for them. A sample item reads, 'Some people really 

like the kind of person they are BUT other people often don't like the kind of person 

they are'. Responses were converted into a 4-point scale ranging from 1 (low) to 4 

(high) and averaged, with higher scores indicating more global self-worth (α = .73) .  

Life satisfaction. The 9-item Student's Life Satisfaction Scale (Huebner, 1991) 

was utilised to assess overall satisfaction with life. Participants are required to respond 

to items on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 

agree).  An example item reads, "My life is going well". Items were averaged, with 

higher scores indicating more life satisfaction. Cronbach’s α was .89.  
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 Popularity and peer acceptance. Popularity and peer acceptance were 

measured using a peer rating procedure, as described in previous research (e.g., Gifford-

Smith & Brownell, 2003; Maassen et al., 2000). In the present study, participants rated 

the likeability of up to 12 same-sex students in their roll, depending on the size of the 

homeroom class (class size ranged from 4 -26). Participants also rated the popularity of 

a random selection of five same-sex students from their grade. Sociometric ratings have 

been found to be highly stable over time (Dygdon, 1988; Gresham & Little, 1993), 

positively linked to popularity and peer acceptance nominations (Cillessen & Marks, 

2011), and provide a feasible alternative to other methods such as peer nominations 

particularly in settings where peers are well-known to each other (e.g., small to 

moderately sized classrooms; Gifford-Smith & Brownell).  Furthermore, the random list 

procedure has demonstrated its utility in previous work, which has studied large peer 

groups such as in the secondary school setting (e.g., Bellmore et al., 2010). In the 

present study, each child was presented with a unique rating list incorporating the 

names of selected peers, and each name was assessed on a 5-point scale (Popularity: 1 = 

not at all popular to 5 = very popular; Peer acceptance: 1 = dislike a lot to 5 = like a 

lot). Peer acceptance and popularity scores were then formed for each participant by 

dividing the sum of the ratings received by the number of ratings, with higher scores 

indicating more peer acceptance and more popularity, respectively. 

Procedure 

Prior to commencing the present study, ethical clearance was received from the 

university Human Research Ethics Committee. Consent was obtained from the parents 

of all participants. Questionnaires were completed by students at school during school 

hours, under the supervision of researchers. One researcher read a standardised set of 

instructions and students completed each item. The questionnaire took approximately 45 
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minutes to complete. The children were thanked for their participation and given a small 

school-related gift (e.g., a pencil).   

Overview of Analyses 

To test the study hypotheses, four 2 (gender) × 6 (friendship profiles) 

independent groups factorial analyses of covariance (ANCOVA) were conducted with 

popularity and peer acceptance as covariates. These analyses compared emotional 

loneliness, social loneliness, life satisfaction and global self-worth among friendship 

profiles and between boys and girls.  

Results 

Preliminary Analyses 

Prior to conducting the primary analyses, missing data were examined. The 

percentage of missing data for each variable did not exceed 10%. Little’s MCAR test 

was not significant for deep friendship structure χ2 (48) = 39.55, p = .802, surface 

friendship structure χ2 (72) = 92.61, p = .059, negative social exchange χ2 (61) = 72.44, 

p = .150, dyadic loneliness χ2 (46) = 55.70, p = .155, social loneliness χ2 (46) = 55.70, p 

= .155, life satisfaction χ2 (72) = 83.48, p = .167, or global self-worth χ2 (27) = 34.31, p 

= .157.  This indicates that the missing data pattern met the strict criterion of missing 

completely at random for all variables (Little, 1988). This small amount of missing data 

was imputed using an expectation-maximisation (EM) algorithm in SPSS. 

The distribution of each variable was examined for skew and kurtosis. Negative 

social exchanges showed mild positive skew, whereas mild negative skew was found 

for global self-worth, life satisfaction, and deep and surface friendship structure. All 

other variables did not significantly deviate from a normal distribution. As ANCOVA 

has been described as robust to such deviations if samples are sufficiently large 

(Altman, 1991), untransformed data were utilised in all subsequent analyses. 
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Descriptive Statistics and Gender Differences 

First, as shown in Table 6.1, the proportion of boys and girls differed across the 

friendship profiles, χ2 (5, N = 314) = 47.91, p < .001, with girls more likely than 

expected to report a model friendship, and boys more likely than expected to be 

friendless. In addition, Table 6.2 presents descriptive statistics in the form of means 

(Ms), standard deviations (SDs) and confidence intervals for all measures, as well as the 

results of independent samples t-tests, which show girls reporting more deep and 

surface friendship structure and more social loneliness than boys, and boys reporting 

more global self-worth and life satisfaction than girls. 

Friendship Profiles and Peer Status 

Mean levels of popularity and peer acceptance are also shown in Table 6.2. A 

one-way ANOVA revealed differences in the mean level of popularity, F (5, 307) = 

3.29, p = .007, and peer acceptance, F (5, 308) = 3.15, p = .009, between the six 

friendship groups. Pairwise comparisons revealed that adolescents within bistrategic 

alliances (M = 3.42, SD = 1.00) were nominated by their peers as more popular 

compared to adolescents within acquaintances (M = 2.78, SD = 0.85), p = .011, and 

those without reciprocated friendships (M = 2.93, SD = 0.98), p = .027. However, 

adolescents within bistrategic alliances and model friendships (M = 2.93, SD = 0.98) 

did not significantly differ in popularity, p = .97. The only difference for peer 

acceptance was found when comparing adolescents within model friendships (M = 3.78, 

SD = 0.) to adolescents without reciprocated friendships (M = 3.44, SD = 0.65), p = 

.004, with the former being more accepted than the latter.  
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Table 6.1  

Friendship Profiles, Definitions, and Frequency by Friendship Typology  

Friendship Typology 

Friendship qualities   N (%) 

Deep friendship 

structure 

Surface friendship 

structure 

Negative social 

exchange  

Boys  

 

Girls  

 

Model friendship  High Average or high Low or average 67 (21.1) 23 (11.5) 44 (37.6) 

Typical friendship Average Average or high Low or average 62 (19.6) 39 (19.5) 23 (19.7) 

Acquaintance  Low Low or average  Low or average 39 (12.3) 31 (15.5) 8 (6.8) 

Bistrategic alliance Average or high Average or high High  27 (8.5) 12 (6) 15 (12.8) 

Coercive alliance Low or average Low or average High 56 (17.7) 40 (20) 16 (13.7) 

Friendless --- --- --- 66 (20.8) 55 (27.5) 11 (9.4) 

Total --- --- --- 317 (100) 200 (100) 117 (100) 

Note. High = top 33rd percentile, Average = 33rd to 66th percentile, Low = bottom 33rd. 
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Table 6.2 

Means (M), Standard Deviations (SD), 95% Confidence Intervals and Gender Differences for Participants Within the Friendship Profiles 

(N = 317) 

  95% CIs Boys 95% CIs Girls 95% CIs  

Variable M SD Lower Upper M SD Lower Upper M SD Lower Upper 

Gender 

difference (t) 

Deep friendship structure  3.81 0.93 3.69 3.94 3.40 0.89 3.28 3.52 4.12 0.86 3.97 4.28 -6.18 ** 

Surface friendship structure 4.09 0.72 4.00 4.19 3.81 0.78 3.71 3.93 4.30 0.62 4.19 4.42 -5.22** 

Negative social exchanges 1.82 0.64 1.74 1.91 1.91 0.59 1.83 2.00 1.79 0.70 1.65 1.90 1.18 

Emotional loneliness 1.98 0.54 1.91 2.05 2.07 0.56 1.96 2.12 1.97 0.63 1.83 2.07 1.33 

Social loneliness 2.12 0.55 2.04 2.19 2.09 0.53 1.98 2.13 2.26 0.61 2.12 2.35 -2.82** 

Global self-worth 2.93 0.66 2.84 3.01 2.97 0.57 2.90 3.07 2.80 0.74 2.65 2.95 2.03* 

Life satisfaction 3.64 0.83 3.53 3.75 3.80 0.77 3.74 3.96 3.38 0.90 3.19 3.55 4.94** 

Popularity 3.15 0.57 3.04 3.27 3.15 0.96 3.05 3.33 3.18 1.08 2.97 3.39 -0.13 

Peer acceptance 3.68 0.67 3.61 3.76 3.68 0.63 3.62 3.80 3.69 0.80 3.56 3.85 -0.03 

*p < .05. ** p < .01 Note. CI = confidence interval.  
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Friendship Profiles, Gender, Peer Status, and Emotional Well-being 

Loneliness. In ANCOVA, emotional loneliness differed between friendship 

groups, F (5, 285) = 6.52, p < .001, ηp
2 = .10. Pairwise comparisons to further examine 

differences in friendship typology showed that adolescents within model friendships 

had significantly lower mean levels of emotional loneliness compared to adolescents 

within each of the other friendship profiles (see Figure 6.1). Adolescents within 

bistrategic alliances were significantly less emotionally lonely when compared to those 

within coercive alliances and those within acquaintances but more emotionally lonely 

than those within model friendships. Emotional loneliness did not differ between boys 

and girls, F (1, 285) = 0.12, p = .726, and there was no significant friendship typology × 

gender interaction, F (5, 285) = 1.33, p = .253. For the covariates, peer acceptance was 

significant, showing that adolescents who were more accepted by their peers were less 

emotionally lonely (p = .007). However, popularity failed to reach significance, p = 

.071. 

In ANCOVA, social loneliness differed between friendship groups, F (5, 281) = 

3.02, p = .011, ηp
2 = .05. Pairwise comparisons showed that adolescents within model 

friendships were significantly less socially lonely compared to those within coercive 

alliances and acquaintances (see Figure 6.1). Also, adolescents within bistrategic 

alliances were significantly less socially lonely than adolescents within acquaintances 

(see Figure 6.1). Social loneliness also differed between boys and girls, F (1, 281) = 

13.49, p < .001, ηp
2 = .05, with girls (M = 2.35; CI0.95:≤ 2.23 µ ≤ 2.47) more lonely than 

boys (M = 2.08; CI0.95:≤ 1.99 µ ≤ 2.16). However, there was no significant friendship 

typology × gender interaction, F (5, 281) = 1.67, p = .141. Popularity was a significant 

covariate, with more popular adolescents reporting less social loneliness, p = .003, 

however, peer acceptance was not significant, p = .224.  
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Figure 6.1. Emotional and social loneliness by friendship group. 

 

 Life satisfaction and global self-worth. In ANCOVAs, life satisfaction and 

global self-worth did not differ between friendship groups, F (5, 283) = 2.08, p = .068, 

and F (5, 285) = 1.81, p = .112, respectively. The friendship typology × gender 

interaction was also not significant in either model, F (5, 283) = 1.68, p = .140, and F 

(5, 285) = 1.57, p = .168, respectively. Yet, satisfaction and self-worth did differ 

between boys and girls, F (1, 283) = 18.33, p < .001, ηp
2 = .06, and F (1, 285) = 8.22, p 

= .004, ηp
2 = .03, respectively. Boys (M = 3.84; CI0.95:≤ 3.72 µ ≤ 3.96, M = 2.99; CI0.95:≤ 

2.90 µ ≤ 3.09) reported more satisfaction and self-worth than girls (M = 3.37; CI0.95:≤ 

3.20 µ ≤ 3.55, M = 2.75; CI0.95:≤ 2.61 µ ≤ 2.88). Popularity was a significant covariate 

in each model (p < .001 and p = .021, respectively), with adolescents higher in 

popularity reporting more satisfaction and self-worth. Peer acceptance was not 

significant, p >.19 in each model. These analyses were also conducted without 
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controlling for social status, which showed that, for life satisfaction, F (5, 283) 2.47, p = 

.033, and global self-worth, F (5, 285) 0.97, p = .037, there was additionally a 

significant main effect of friendship profile (see Discussion).  

Discussion  

In the present study, adolescents were differentiated based on their friendship 

profile, in order to investigate how combinations of deep and surface friendship 

structure, and negative social exchanges involving conditional social regard and 

coercive power, were associated with emotional well-being in the form of emotional 

loneliness, social loneliness, global self-worth, and life satisfaction. Moreover, 

adolescent peer-reported popularity and peer acceptance were accounted for in these 

analyses in order to ascertain the unique role of friendship apart from these peer-

identified features of social status. Guided by previous person-centred research 

(Hawley, 1999), five friendship profiles were defined based on the AFSI (Ferguson et 

al., manuscript submitted for publication) – model friendship, typical friendship, 

bistrategic alliance, coercive alliance and acquaintance. A sixth group was also formed 

for adolescents whose friendships were not reciprocated. In general, findings 

highlighted some benefits for adolescents who were part of a model friendship. 

Furthermore, despite being less lonely than those within coercive alliances or 

acquaintances, after controlling for social status within the peer group, one emotional 

shortcoming (increased emotional loneliness) was highlighted for adolescents within 

bistrategic alliances when compared to those within model friendships  

Friendship, Peer Status, and Well-being  

 Loneliness. First, as anticipated and after controlling for peer acceptance, 

adolescents within model friendships reported the lowest levels of emotional loneliness 

compared to each of the other friendship profiles. These findings are consistent with 
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previous research highlighting the benefits of a friendship characterised by frequent 

positive social exchanges and few negative exchanges (Bagwell & Schmidt, 2011; 

Larson & Richards, 1991; Pedersen et al., 2007; Shulman et al., 1997; Sullivan, 1953). 

Importantly, adolescents within bistrategic alliances were more emotionally lonely 

compared to those within model friendships, in spite of the social advantages often 

purported in the literature when describing the combined use of prosocial and 

aggressive strategies (e.g., Hawley, 2003). Also as expected, adolescents within 

coercive alliances and those within acquaintances were more emotionally lonely 

compared to adolescents within bistrategic alliances, suggesting that peer relations with 

inherent imbalances, such as high levels of aggression and minimal positive exchanges 

(i.e., coercive alliances), or negligible positive and negative social exchanges (i.e., 

acquaintances) may heighten emotional loneliness. 

Furthermore, as anticipated and consistent with previous research (e.g., Coie & 

Cillessen, 1993), adolescents within model friendships reported lower levels of social 

loneliness compared to those within coercive alliances and acquaintances, after 

controlling for popularity and peer acceptance. In addition, despite their higher levels of 

emotional loneliness, adolescents within bistrategic alliances reported similar levels of 

social loneliness when compared to those with model friendships and were less socially 

lonely than adolescents within acquaintances. This pattern of findings might have 

occurred due to the equivalent levels of social integration experienced by members of 

model friendships and bistrategic alliances and the relative difficulty that adolescents 

within acquaintances may have in fitting in with their peers (e.g., Hawley, 2003). 

Life satisfaction and global self-worth. Contrary to expectations, there was no 

difference in reported life satisfaction or global self-worth when comparing the 

friendship profiles. These findings occurred despite previous research highlighting that 
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adolescents within friendships with more positive social exchanges and higher levels of 

intensity characteristically report more positive well-being (Coates, 1985; Dubow & 

Ullman, 1989; Mannarino, 1980; Nickerson & Nagle, 2004; McGuire & Weisz, 1982; 

Townsend et al., 1988). It is possible that accounting for popularity and peer acceptance 

in the present study, in order to identify the unique role of friendship apart from these 

peer-identified features of social status, contributed to our unexpected findings, because 

when these analyses were run without controlling for social status, a significant main 

effect of friendship profiles emerged. In these analyses, adolescents within coercive 

alliances and acquaintances tended to be less satisfied with themselves and their lives in 

general compared to the other friendship types. This highlights the importance of taking 

social status into account in future research, in order to more comprehensively elucidate 

the complexities inherent within adolescent peer relationships (Asher, Parker, & 

Walker, 1996). 

Gender and Well-being 

Gender differences also emerged in the present study, with girls reporting more 

deep and surface friendship structures than boys, and more social loneliness, and with 

boys reporting more global self-worth and life satisfaction. These findings are 

consistent with previous research describing the friendships of adolescent girls 

(Benenson & Christakos, 2003; Galambos et al., 2009; Rose et al., 2007; Rose & 

Rudolph, 2006) and with some research reporting that adolescent boys tend to report 

higher levels of emotional well-being than girls (Brennan, 1982; Brennan & Auslander, 

1979). In addition, girls were more likely to describe features of a model friendship, 

whereas boys were more likely to be friendless, emphasising the importance of 

continuing to examine gender differences on measures of psychological adaptation 

during adolescence (e.g., Koenig & Abrams, 1999).  
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Popularity and Peer Acceptance 

Finally, the differential association of popularity and peer acceptance with 

emotional well-being was also highlighted in the present study. That is, popularity was 

associated with three of the four measures of emotional well-being, whereas peer 

acceptance was associated only with less emotional loneliness. In addition, as 

anticipated and consistent with previous research (Hawley, 2003; Hawley et al., 2008), 

adolescents within bistrategic alliances were more popular compared to adolescents 

within acquaintances and those who did not have a reciprocated friend. However, 

adolescents within bistrategic alliances and model friendships did not significantly 

differ in popularity, possibly due to their equivalent use of prosocial strategies (Hawley, 

1999), which may be well-received by peers. Furthermore, adolescents within model 

friendships were more accepted by their peers than friendless adolescents, reinforcing 

the notion that acceptance within the larger peer group may be a necessary precursor to 

the attainment of a reciprocated friend (Bukowski & Newcomb, 1984; Bukowski et al., 

1994; Nangle et al., 1996; Oldenburg & Kerns, 1997).  

Strengths, Limitations and Implications  

The present study has contributed extensively to the extant literature, in its 

assessment of adolescent emotional well-being, the application of a person-centred 

approach (Laursen & Hoff, 2006; Magnusson, 2003) in the tradition of RCT (Hawley et 

al., 2009) and related research, and the use of the newly developed AFSI scale 

(Ferguson et al., manuscript submitted for publication). However, amidst these 

noteworthy strengths, we also acknowledge three primary limitations. First, as 

friendship type has been shown in other research to affect the stability of dyadic 

relationships (e.g., Hiatt et al., 2015), the inclusion of an assessment of friendship 

duration in the present study may have further elucidated the effects of friendship 
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typology on adolescent social and emotional well-being. In particular, this may have 

facilitated the delineation of sub-groups of adolescents within acquaintances, 

differentiating those within a newly developing friendship from those for whom trust 

and intimate self-disclosure have failed to develop despite the passage of time. Whilst 

the former dyads may require minimal assistance, the latter dyads may be at the highest 

risk of loneliness and other forms of maladaptation, requiring intensive intervention 

(Buhrmester, 1990; Parker & Gottman, 1989; Sullivan, 1953). This highlights the 

importance of (1) initially identifying friendship typology type and stability and (2) 

targeting adolescents struggling to develop friendship intimacy, with intervention 

efforts focused on fostering positive, healthy friendships, in ways that enhance 

adolescent well-being.   

Second, in the present study a friendship was classified as reciprocated if a 

participant was nominated by at least one of the three peers they nominated as friends. 

This allowed for the differentiation of actual (i.e., the friendship profiles) and desired 

(i.e., friendless) friendship nominations, as advocated in previous research (e.g., 

Bagwell & Schmidt, 2011). Future research may expand on this preliminary research by 

considering only mutual “number 1 friend” nominations. 

Third, although we had a relatively large group of participants, data were 

collected from a single school settings and 76% of the study sample were either white 

Australians or Maori, Indigenous Australian and/or Pacific Islander, potentially limiting 

generalisability of the sample. In particular, generalisability to other cultural groups 

may have been compromised. Therefore, future research should consider implementing 

research designs that can be interpreted cross-culturally, such as those with multiple 

methods, including observation techniques (French, Jansen, & Pidada, 2002).   
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Despite these limitations, our preliminary findings have a number of important 

implications. In particular, we identified adolescents who, despite reporting on a 

“friend”, were actually experiencing alliances or acquaintances, or who were reporting 

on peers who did not reciprocate their nomination. This is an important differentiation, 

especially considering the implications for friendless adolescents, who were potentially 

unaware of their non-reciprocated friendship status (Hartup, 1996). The ability to 

identify these types of relationships may allow school-based interventions to be tailored 

to the particular relationship subtype, with the ultimate goal to educate adolescents 

about the characteristics of friendship, such as trust and intimacy, as well as the 

potential benefits of friendship at this important time in development.   

Conclusion  

In sum, the present study investigated the implications of different friendship 

profiles, in combination with gender, for adolescent emotional well-being, after 

controlling for social status. With this approach, subtle differences emerged, 

highlighting, for example, that in comparison to adolescents within model friendships, 

for whom findings were largely positive, those within bistrategic alliances were more 

emotionally lonely when controlling for peer acceptance. Thus, considering emotional 

indicators of well-being highlighted one of the emotional shortcomings for adolescents 

within bistrategic alliances, compared to those within model friendships. There is the 

potential for future research to extend this preliminary work, in order to further identify 

the unique consequences of particular friendship profiles for adolescent emotional well-

being.
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Summary of Chapter 6 

 Guided by prior person-centred research (e.g., Hawley, 2003), Study 4 examined 

the contributions of different friendship types, in combination with gender, to 

adolescent emotional well-being, after controlling for social status, in the form of 

popularity and peer acceptance. In this way, Study 4 contributed to Aim 2 of the thesis, 

which was to consider the role of friendship in well-being, as well as its contributions in 

conjunction with social status (see Figure 1.1). Findings from this study highlight some 

benefits for adolescents of being part of a model friendship, when compared with other 

friendship types. Also highlighted was one emotional shortcoming - more emotional 

loneliness - for adolescents within bistrategic alliances, when compared to those within 

model friendships. In the final study, Study 5 (Chapter 7), both resource control 

subtypes and the friendship profiles were examined as unique and conjoint contributors 

to  adolescents' social and emotional well-being. 
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CHAPTER 7 

Adolescent Peer Group Status and Friendship Forms:  

Associations with Social and Emotional Well-being 

 In Study 5 (Chapter 7) the five resource control subtypes and the six friendship 

profiles were examined as unique and conjoint contributors to adolescent social and 

emotional well-being, defined as social and emotional loneliness, perceived social 

competence, life satisfaction and global self-worth. Thus, Study 5 contributed the final 

component to Aim 2 of the thesis, which was to consider the role of friendship in well-

being, as well as its contributions in conjunction with social status (see Figure 1.1).The 

resource control subtypes and friendship profiles formed in Studies 2 and 4 were 

utilised in Study 5. Theoretical perspectives including resource control and related 

theories (e.g., Hawley, 1999), as well as Hartup and Stevens (1997) deep and surface 

friendship differentiation which guided the development of the AFSI (see Chapter 5), 

were used to inform the research questions, variables and hypotheses.  
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Study 5 

Adolescent Peer Group Status and Friendship Forms:  

Associations with Social and Emotional Well-being 
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Abstract 

The aim of the present study was to expand upon investigations undertaken in the thesis 

thus far, particularly in Study 2 (Chapter 4) and Study 4 (Chapter 6), by incorporating 

both the five resource control subtypes and the six friendship profiles in order to 

investigate their associations with social and emotional well-being. The participants 

were 317 Australian adolescents who completed questionnaires at school. Findings 

show that those who reported friendship qualities consistent with model friendships may 

be less socially and emotionally lonely and more socially competent than those 

nominating friendships that were more consistent with coercive alliances and 

acquaintances. Also, at the level of the peer group, gender differences were found; 

bistrategic and noncontroller girls were more emotionally lonely than their prosocial 

controller counterparts. Findings also highlight some potential vulnerabilities for girls 

who are bistrategic controllers and those who were noncontrollers. Overall, the present 

study served to further elucidate how adolescents' social and emotional well-being, 

particularly their social and emotional loneliness, may be associated with relationships 

with peers within groups and between close friends.  
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Adolescent Peer Group Status and Friendship Forms:  

Associations with Social and Emotional Well-being 

One overarching theme of the present thesis has been to further understand the 

social experiences of Australian adolescents in their pursuit to belong, and how subtle 

variations in these experiences may contribute to their social and emotional well-being. 

For some, belonging may involve a delicate balance of power and popularity within the 

peer group, on the one hand, and acceptance amongst friends on the other hand. For this 

to be achieved, different social resource control strategies may be acquired with 

outcomes dependent on the particular strategy employed (Bukowski & Newcomb, 1984; 

Cillessen & Marks, 2011; Nangle et al., 1996; Oldenburg & Kerns, 1997). 

Thus, when attempting to understand adolescents’ social worlds, it is important 

to investigate their relationships at multiple levels of enquiry (de Waal, 2000; Hawley, 

1999; Thibault & Kelley, 1952; von Neumann & Morgenstern, 1944). That is, the way 

in which social experiences are interpreted and navigated by emerging adolescents can 

have varying influence on their social and emotional well-being (Bagwell et al., 2001). 

As such, the aim of the present study was to expand upon the investigations undertaken 

in the thesis thus far, particularly in Study 2 (Chapter 4) and Study 4 (Chapter 6), by 

incorporating both the five resource control subtypes and the six friendship profiles in 

order to investigate their associations with social and emotional well-being. Moreover, 

in all analyses, social status in the form of popularity and peer acceptance were 

controlled for, such that any differences in emotional and social well-being were above 

and beyond the peer status of the adolescent. 

Belonging within the peer group. Social resource control strategies have 

traditionally been classified as aggressive in nature (e.g., male-male competition for 

females; Darwin, 1871) with aggression conceptualised as synonymous with social 
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incompetence (e.g., Cillessen & Rose, 2005), hostility and impulsivity (Chung & Asher, 

1996; Coie & Dodge, 1998; Dodge, Murphy, & Buchsbaum, 1984). Even so, the notion 

that cooperation could be a naturally selected alternative to aggression has also been 

considered in earlier work (Kropotkin, 1902). Furthering these developments, RCT 

(Hawley, 1999) classified resource control strategies as either coercive or prosocial. 

Coercive strategies are attuned to traditional conceptualisations of aggressive behaviour 

and include threats and deception (Hawley et al., 2009). In contrast, prosocial strategies 

utilise cooperative unions and emphasise positive social exchange (Hogan, 1983; 

Trivers, 1971). Utilising a person-centred approach, five resource control subtypes have 

been identified based on their use of aggressive and/or prosocial strategies for social 

resource acquisition (Hawley, 1999; Hawley et al., 2009). These include prosocial 

controllers, who employ mainly prosocial strategies (e.g., forging cooperative unions), 

coercive controllers, whose strategies are mainly coercive (e.g., threats), typical 

controllers whose scores are average for both strategies, bistrategic controllers who 

frequently strategise in both prosocial and coercive ways, and noncontrollers, for whom 

neither strategy is frequently employed. 

Distinct social and behavioural patterns have also been identified in the literature 

for each of the five resource control subtypes (Hawley, Johnson et al., 2007; Hawley et 

al., 2007; Hawley et al., 2009). For example, bistrategic controllers, are often described 

as extroverted, socially astute, and popular among their peers while also being 

relationally and overtly aggressive (Hawley et al., 2008). In comparison, prosocial 

controllers are also seen as socially savvy and extroverted, yet are primarily agreeable 

and well-liked (Hawley, 2003). Coercive controllers are often viewed as impulsive, 

aggressive, socially unskilled and rude and noncontrollers tend to score lower on social 

dominance, often experiencing peer rejection and victimisation (Findley & Ojanen, 
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2013; Hawley, 2003; Hawley et al., 2008). Typical controllers, who utilise both 

prosocial and coercive strategies moderately, often comprise the largest group of 

participants in research studies and provide a useful basis of comparison with other 

resource control subtypes (Hawley et al., 2009). However, as a group, there is limited 

empirical evidence available for their description (Hawley et al). 

The similarities among, and distinctions between, adolescents within these 

resource control subtypes are important, because the delicate balance required to 

maintain collective harmony whilst ascending the social hierarchy may not be 

universally achievable (Farmer, Xie, Cairns, & Hutchins, 2007). That is, unique social 

skills are required by adolescents in order to become popular (or maintain popularity) 

whilst remaining liked by most peers and loyal to old and new friends (Asher et al., 

1996). Relative success in one domain does not imply success in the other (Gest et al., 

2001) and is largely dependent on the particular combination of resource control 

strategies employed (Hawley, 1999, 2003), as well as the particular outcome measure 

assessed. For example, until recently, the social successes of bistrategic controllers, who 

employ a combination of prosocial and coercive resource control strategies have been 

consistently proclaimed within the RCT literature, including their ability to achieve the 

unique balance between ‘getting along’ and ‘getting ahead’ (Hawley et al., 2007; 

Pellegrini et al., 2011).  

However, this work has focused primarily on the peer group, highlighting the 

socially adaptive outcomes of strategically employed aggressive acts (Hawley, 1999; 

Hawley et al., 2007). There has been comparatively less attention in the research 

literature on how resource control behaviours may be associated with emotional well-

being or relationships with friends. To address this to some degree, Study 2 (Chapter 4) 

of the present thesis profiled adolescents’ aggressive and prosocial resource control 
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strategies within the peer group and examined their impact on social and emotional 

well-being. Findings from this study highlighted the social and emotional incentives for 

prosocial controllers and some potential vulnerabilities for noncontrollers who do not 

engage in either prosocial or coercive strategies for social resource control. Importantly, 

it was also found that bistrategic controllers experienced increased emotional loneliness 

when compared to prosocial controllers. As an extension of this important work, the 

present study examined how social experiences at the level of the peer group and social 

experiences that occur amongst friends might be important when considered in 

combination, in terms of their associations with social and emotional well-being.  

Belonging amongst friends. Previously, it has been acknowledged that 

adolescents who are well-accepted among their peers may be more likely to form close, 

satisfying friendships within which conflict infrequently occurs (Oldenburg & Kerns, 

1997; Rose et al., 2004). This may reflect their frequently enacted prosocial exchanges 

(Coie, Dodge, & Kupersmidt, 1990), as well as the importance placed on sustaining 

amiable relationships (Dodge & Price, 1994; Nelson & Crick, 1999), which in turn 

contribute to improved emotional well-being (Klima & Repetti, 2008; Ladd, 2006; 

Newcomb et al., 1993; Oldenburg & Kerns, 1997). In contrast, for adolescents who 

strive to attain social dominance, dyadic relationships which form are likely to be lower 

in intensity with more frequent negative social exchanges (Litwack et al., 2012), 

contributing to feelings of loneliness or other forms of maladjustment (Asher & 

Paquette, 2003; Berndt, 2002; Bukowski et al., 1993; Daniels et al., 2010; Parkhurst & 

Hopmeyer, 1998). 

In Study 4 (Chapter 6) of the thesis, a person-centred approach was utilised to 

form profiles of different friendship types, including five friendship profiles derived 

from the subscales of the Adolescent Friendship Structure Inventory (AFSI; Ferguson et 
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al., manuscript submitted for publication) and a ‘friendless’ profile if the friendships 

nominated were not reciprocated. Adolescents describing frequent positive social 

exchanges, high levels of intensity (e.g., intimate self-disclosure) and infrequent 

negative social exchanges (e.g., conflict) within their close peer relationships were 

profiled as having model friendships. Alternatively, typical friendships were those 

characterised by moderate levels of intensity and average amounts of positive and 

negative social exchange. Two types of alliances were also identified, including 

bistrategic alliances, for whom positive and negative social exchanges are frequently 

described alongside average to high intensity, and coercive alliances within which 

adolescents experience frequent conflict, less intensity and infrequent positive social 

exchange. Finally, acquaintances were profiled for adolescents describing dyadic 

relationships with low intensity and infrequent positive and negative social exchanges.  

Furthermore, findings from Study 4 showed that different types of dyadic 

relationships can impact on adolescent emotional well-being, including loneliness, 

global self-worth and life satisfaction (see Chapter 6). As described in Study 4, 

loneliness was conceptualised as a multidimensional construct in order to differentiate 

social loneliness from emotional loneliness (Dykstra & Fokkema, 2007; Hojat, 1982; 

Russell et al., 1984; Weiss, 1973, 1982). In addition, global self-worth and life 

satisfaction, were respectively defined as the way in which individuals feel about 

themselves as humans and about their lives in general (Bosson et al., 2003; Dubois & 

Tevendale, 1999; Harter, 1999; Shirk et al., 2003). With this approach, subtle 

differences emerged, highlighting, for example, that in comparison to adolescents 

within model friendships, those within bistrategic alliances were more emotionally 

lonely when controlling for peer acceptance. Thus, considering emotional indicators of 
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well-being highlighted one of the emotional shortcomings for adolescents within 

bistrategic alliances, compared to those within model friendships.  

The Present Study 

Overall, utilising a person-centred approach, the present study brings together 

the specific research questions addressed in Study 2 (Chapter 4) and Study 4 (Chapter 

6) of the present thesis, in order to investigate resource control subtypes and friendship 

profiles in a single analysis of adolescents' social and emotional well-being. To our 

knowledge, this is the first study in its field to consider both developmental and 

evolutionary perspectives, by investigating the differences in social and emotional well-

being amongst the resource control subtypes and friendship profiles in combination. As 

such, this study and its hypotheses are guided by and extrapolated from similar research 

(e.g., Cassidy & Asher, 1992; Ferguson et al., manuscript submitted for publication; 

Rubin, 1985; Rubin et al., 1990; Woodhouse et al., 2012).  

When considering the friendship profiles, we expected to replicate the findings 

of Study 4. Specifically, it was expected that adolescents who reported friendship 

qualities consistent with model friendships would report less emotional loneliness 

compared to adolescents within each of the other friendship profiles. Further, 

adolescents reporting friendship qualities consistent with bistrategic alliances would 

report less emotional loneliness compared to those within coercive alliances and those 

within acquaintances but importantly, adolescents within bistrategic alliances would be 

more emotionally lonely than those within model friendships. Adolescents classified as 

having model friendships would also report less social loneliness when compared to 

coercive alliances and acquaintances. We also anticipated that those classified as having 

model friendships and bistrategic alliances would report higher levels of social 

competence when compared to coercive alliances and acquaintances.  
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However, even with the inclusion of the six friendship profiles (model, typical, 

bistrategic alliance, coercive alliance, acquaintance and friendless), and after controlling 

for social status (popularity, peer liking), we anticipated that some differences in 

resource control subtypes would still be found, particularly for girls. That is, given that 

girls' sense of belonging is likely to be more strongly dependent on both dyadic and peer 

group level relationships when compared to boys (Rose & Rudolph, 2006), we 

anticipated that prosocial controller girls would report less emotional loneliness than 

bistrategic controller girls and noncontroller girls, and further that noncontroller girls 

would report the most social loneliness when compared to the other resource control 

subtypes. We also anticipated that, regardless of friendship profile, resource control 

subtype or social status, gender differences would be present with boys reporting higher 

levels of global self-worth and life satisfaction than girls.  

Method 

Participants 

The participants were 346 Australian adolescents from an ethnically diverse 

urban public school in a low to middle socioeconomic area. The participation rate was 

86%. Of the 346 participants, 29 did not complete the questionnaire accurately or 

completely, so were not included in further analyses. This resulted in a final pool of 317 

participants (200 boys and 117 girls, age range 12 to 17 years, M = 14.5 years, SD = 1.0 

years). This breakdown of boys to girls was reflective of the overall population of the 

school, which was 62% boys.  Participants were in grades 8 (29%), 9 (34%) or 10 

(37%). When asked about ethnicity, 30% of students identified as white/Caucasian, 

46% identified as Maori, Indigenous Australian or Pacific Islander, 10% identified as 

Asian and the remaining 14% identified as other. 
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Measures 

Reciprocated friendships. Before completing the AFSI items, participants 

nominated up to three same-sex friends from a list of students in their grade at school. 

These nominations were subsequently utilised in a matching procedure, with a 

reciprocated friendship identified if participants received a mutual friendship 

nomination from at least one of the three peers they nominated as friends. Previously, 

Bagwell and Schmidt (2011) have highlighted the importance of differentiating 

reciprocal and desired friendship nominations in order to enhance the validity of 

research in this field.  

AFSI. The 26-item Adolescent Friendship Structure Inventory (AFSI; Ferguson 

et al., manuscript submitted for publication) was utilised to assess adolescent friendship 

qualities. Participants selected their "number 1 friend" from their list of three same-sex 

friendship nominations and completed the friendship questions in relation to this 

selection. Accordingly, the statement "my number 1 friend…" preceded each question. 

An 8-item subscale measured deep friendship structure, from which an example item 

reads; “…is the person I tell things I don’t want others to know” (α = .89). Eight items 

were also utilised to assess surface friendship structure, including the following 

example item; “…are happy when we spend time together” (α = .86). Finally, ten items 

assessed negative social exchange, with six items measuring coercive power and four 

items measuring conditional social regard. An example item reads “…pressures me to 

do things they want” (α = .72). All items had response options that ranged from 1 (not 

at all true) to 5 (really true). For the two subscales, items were then averaged to create 

total scores, with higher scores indicating more deep friendship structure and surface 

friendship structure, respectively. Finally, in order to create a total score for negative 

social exchange, two items from the coercive power subscale were reversed and then all 
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items from coercive power and conditional social regard subscales were averaged, with 

higher scores indicating more negative social exchanges.  

For those participants with a reciprocated friendship, friendship profiles were 

created by calculating percentile scores for each of the three subscales, consistent with 

the procedure utilised by Hawley (1999, 2003) to create RCT profiles. That is, groups 

were defined by dividing the distributions of self-reported deep and surface friendship 

structures and negative social exchange constructs into groups that were low (in the 

bottom 33% of the distribution), average (in the middle 33% of the distribution), or high 

(in the top 33% of the distribution) in deep structure, surface structure, and negative 

social exchanges. A sixth group was formed containing those participants who received 

no shared friendship nominations or did not nominate a friend.  

Resource control strategies. Four items from a modified version of Resource 

Control Strategies Inventory (RCSI; see Hawley, 1999, 2007, 2009) were utilised to 

assess both peer rated and self-reported resource control strategy use. Three items 

assessed peer rated resource control strategy use, via an accepted peer rating procedure 

(e.g., Gifford-Smith & Brownell, 2003; Maassen et al., 2000),which was adapted from 

peer nomination methods described in previous research (Hawley, 2003; Hawley et al., 

2008). Each participant was presented with a unique list incorporating the names of a 

random selection of five same-sex students from their grade, whom they were 

subsequently required to rate. The random list procedure has demonstrated its utility in 

previous work that has studied large peer groups such as in the secondary school setting 

(e.g. Bellmore, Jiang, & Juvonen, 2010). More specifically, ratings were made in 

response to two items measuring coercive resource control strategies, for example, 

“Does this person make others follow their plans?” and one item measuring prosocial 

resource control strategies, which read, “Does this person make a good leader?” One 
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self-report item was also included to assess prosocial resource control strategies, which 

read, “I have good ideas that other students follow”. All items were rated on a 5-point 

Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (a lot).  

Coercive resource control strategy scores were formed for each participant by 

averaging the ratings received by the number of rating scores. Also, an independent 

samples t-test established that there was no significant difference in peer and self-report 

ratings (p > .05) for prosocial resource control strategies. Therefore, a total score was 

created by collating and averaging scores on the peer report item and the self-report 

item for prosocial resource control strategies. Thus, prosocial resource control strategy 

use benefitted from assessment via multiple informants. This approach, however, was 

not undertaken for coercive resource control strategy used due to the inherent potential 

for social desirability bias when self-reporting highly undesirable behaviours such as 

aggression (e.g., Holden & Passey, 2010; Vigil-Colet et al., 2012). Overall, higher 

scores indicated more frequent use of coercive and prosocial resource control strategies, 

respectively.  

The resource control strategy items subsequently formed the resource control 

subtypes. Five groups were created by dividing the distribution into thirds for each 

strategy type (Hawley, 2003, Hawley et al., 2002). Bistrategic controllers scored in the 

top 66th percentile on both prosocial and coercive strategies and prosocial controllers 

scored in the top 66th percentile on prosocial strategies and average or low on coercive 

strategies. Coercive controllers scored in the top 66th percentile on coercive strategies 

and average or low on prosocial strategies and typical controllers scored between the 

33rd and 66th percentile on either prosocial or coercive strategies and the lower 33rd 

percentile on the other strategy. Last, noncontrollers scored in the lower 33rd percentile 

on both strategies. 
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Social status. Two items were utilised to assess social status in the form of 

popularity and peer liking using a peer rating procedure, as described in previous 

research (e.g., Gifford-Smith & Brownell, 2003; Maassen et al., 2000). Participants 

rated the likeability of up to 12 same-sex students on their roll, depending on the size of 

the homeroom class (class size ranged from 4 to 26). Participants also rated the 

popularity of a random selection of five same-sex students from their grade. 

Sociometric ratings have been found to be highly stable over time (Dygdon, 1988; 

Gresham & Little, 1993), positively linked to popularity and peer acceptance 

nominations (Cillessen & Marks, 2011), and provide a feasible alternative to other 

methods such as peer nominations particularly in settings where peers are well-known 

to each other (e.g., small to moderately sized classrooms; Gifford-Smith & Brownell).  

In the present study, each child was presented with a unique rating list incorporating the 

names of selected peers, and each name was assessed on a 5-point scale (Popularity: 1 = 

not at all popular to 5 = very popular; Peer acceptance: 1 = dislike a lot to 5 = like a 

lot). Peer acceptance and popularity scores were then formed for each participant by 

dividing the sum of the ratings received by the number of ratings, with higher scores 

indicating more peer acceptance and more popularity, respectively. 

Loneliness. The two 8-item subscales of the Peer Network and Dyadic 

Loneliness Scale (Hoza et al., 2000) were utilised to measure emotional and social 

loneliness. In a two-step process, participants first selected their own feelings of 

loneliness against paired statements, and then specified whether the chosen statement 

was “sort of true” or “really true” for them (allowing four possible response options). 

An example for emotional loneliness reads, “Some people have someone their age who 

is a really close friend BUT other people don't have anybody their age who is a really 

close friend.” Social loneliness was rated in a similar way, for example, “Some people 
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feel like they really fit in with other kids BUT some people don’t feel like they fit in 

with other kids”. The four response options were subsequently converted into a 4-point 

scale ranging from 1 (very low loneliness) to 4 (very high loneliness) and averaged, with 

higher scores indicating more emotional loneliness (α = .74) and social loneliness (α = 

.75).  

Life satisfaction. The 9-item Student's Life Satisfaction Scale (Huebner, 1991) 

was utilised to assess overall satisfaction with life. Participants were required to respond 

to items on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 

agree).  An example item reads "My life is going well". Items were then averaged to 

create a total score, with higher scores indicating more overall life satisfaction. 

Cronbach’s α is .89.  

Global self-worth and social competence. The 5-item global self-worth 

subscale and the 5-item social competence subscale from the Self-Perception Profile for 

Adolescents (Harter, 2010) were utilised to assess adolescents' perceptions of their own 

worth and their own social competence. In a two-step process, participants first selected 

their own feelings of global self-worth or social competence against paired statements, 

and then specified whether the chosen statement was “sort of true” or “really true” for 

them (allowing four possible response options). A sample item on the global self-worth 

subscale reads; 'Some people really like the kind of person they are BUT other people 

often don't like the kind of person they are'. A sample item on the social competence 

subscale reads; "Some people know how to become popular BUT other people do not 

know how to become popular". The response to each item is recoded to range from 1 

(low) to 4 (high). Items are then averaged, with higher scores indicating more global 

self-worth (α = .73) and more social competence (α = .70).  
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Procedure 

Ethical clearance was obtained from the university Human Research Ethics 

Committee and permission was sought from the appropriate education authorities (i.e., 

school Principal). Consent was then obtained from the parents of all participants at the 

start of the school year. Students completed questionnaires during school hours, under 

researcher supervision. One researcher read a standardised set of instructions and 

students completed each item. The questionnaire took approximately 45 minutes to 

complete. The children were thanked for their participation and given a small school-

related gift (e.g. a pencil).   

Planned Analyses 

First, variables were examined for missing data, and the normality of each 

distribution was assessed. Descriptive statistics were then reported in the form of means 

(Ms), standard deviations (SDs) and confidence intervals, with gender differences 

examined via independent samples t-tests (see Table 6.1) and a χ2 contingency table 

analysis (see Table 6.2). Next, a series of analyses were conducted to examine the effect 

of resource control subtype, friendship profile and gender on social and emotional well-

being in the form of emotional loneliness, social loneliness, life satisfaction, global self-

worth and social competence. For each dependent variable, a 2 (gender) × 5 (resource 

control subtype) × 6 (friendship profile) independent groups factorial Analyses of 

Variance (ANOVA) was conducted, followed by the same analysis as an independent 

groups factorial Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) controlling for popularity and peer 

acceptance. The between group independent variables were gender with two levels 

(male and female), resource control subtype with five levels (prosocial controller, 

coercive controller, bistrategic controller, typical controller, noncontroller), and 
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friendship profile with six levels (model friendship, typical friendship, bistrategic 

alliance, coercive allinace, aquaintance, friendless).  

Results 

Preliminary Analyses 

Missing data did not exceed 10% for any scale and Little’s MCAR test was not 

significant (p > .05) for all variables indicating that data were missing completely at 

random (Little, 1988). Therefore, the missing data were imputed using an expectation-

maximisation (EM) algorithm in SPSS. Also, when examining the variable 

distributions, mild negative skew was found for negative social exchange, social 

competence, global self-worth, and life satisfaction, whereas mild positive skew was 

found or coercive resource control strategies and deep and surface friendship structure. 

All other variables were normally distributed. As ANOVA has been described as robust 

to such deviations if samples are sufficiently large (Altman, 1991) untransformed data 

were utilised in all analyses. 

Descriptive Statistics and Gender Differences 

Descriptive statistics in the form of means, standard deviations (SDs) and 

confidence intervals for all measures are shown in Table 7.1. Independent samples t-

tests showed gender differences in well-being, with girls reporting more social 

loneliness than boys, and boys reporting more global self-worth, life satisfaction, and 

social competence than girls. More prosocial resource control strategies and coercive 

resource control strategies were reported by boys than girls. However, girls reported 

higher levels of deep and surface friendship structure. Also, a chi-square contingency 

table analysis examining gender differences in the resource control subtypes revealed 

significant differences, χ2 (4, N = 313) = 17.18, p = .002 (see Table 7.2). The size of the 

effect was 0.23, indicating that 5% of the variance in resource control subtype was 
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accounted for by gender differences, which is a small effect. When findings were 

examined in closer detail, a difference emerged in relation to bistrategic controllers, 

with boys more likely than expected to be classified in this group (see Table 7.2). 

Gender differences were also present within the friendship profiles, χ2 (5, N = 314) = 

47.91, p < .001. When compared to boys, girls were more likely than expected to report 

friendship qualities consistent with a model friendship, whereas boys were more likely 

than expected to be friendless (see Table 7.2). 
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Table 7.1 

Means (M), Standard Deviations (SD), 95% Confidence Intervals and Gender Differences for Participants within Resource Control 

Subtypes (N = 313) and Friendship Profiles (N = 317) 

 Boys 95% CIs Girls 95% CIs  

Variable M SD Lower Upper M SD Lower Upper Gender differences (t) 

Prosocial strategies 2.64 0.71 2.54 2.70 2.78 .75 2.64 2.92 2.62** 

Coercive strategies  2.09 0.73 1.99 2.20 1.82 .71 1.68 1.95 3.28** 

Emotional loneliness 2.07 0.56 1.99 2.15 1.97 .63 1.86 2.09 1.33 

Deep friendship structure  3.43 0.89 3.31 3.56 4.11 .86 3.96 4.28 -6.18** 

Surface friendship structure 3.84 0.77 3.73 3.95 4.30 .62 4.18 4.41 -5.22** 

Negative social exchanges 1.98 0.64 1.81 1.98 1.78 .69 1.65 1.91 1.18 

Social loneliness 2.07 0.52 1.99 2.14 2.23 .60 2.12 2.35 -2.82** 

Global self-worth 2.99 0.58 2.89 3.06 2.80 .91 2.65 2.94 2.03* 

Life satisfaction 3.83 0.78 3.72 3.94 3.37 .91 3.20 3.55 4.94** 

Social competence 2.93 0.57 2.85 3.02 2.70 .69 2.57 2.84 2.71** 

*p < .05. ** p < .005
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Table 7.2  

Proportion of all Participants, Boys and Girls in Each Resource Control Subtype (N = 

313) and Friendship Profile (N = 317) 

Groups 

 Participant sex 

N (%) 

Boys,  

N (%) 

Girls,  

N (%) 

Resource control subtype     

    Prosocial controller 68 (21.7) 42 (21.3) 26 (22.4) 

    Typical controller 109 (34.8) 61 (31) 48 (41.4) 

    Bistrategic controller 44 (14.1) 37 (18.8) 7 (6.0) 

    Coercive controller 57 (18.2) 41 (20.8) 16 (13.8) 

    Noncontroller  35 (11.2) 16 (8.1) 19 (16.4) 

Friendship Profile     

    Model friendship 67 (21.1) 23 (11.5) 44 (37.6) 

    Typical friendship  62 (19.6) 39 (19.5) 23 (19.7) 

    Acquaintance 39 (12.3) 31 (15.5) 8 (6.8) 

    Bistrategic alliance 27 (8.5) 12 (6) 15 (12.8) 

    Coercive alliance  56 (17.7) 40 (20) 16 (13.7) 

    Friendless  66 (20.8) 55 (27.5) 11 (9.4) 

 

Loneliness 

Emotional loneliness. In the ANOVA model for emotional loneliness, there 

was a significant main effect of friendship profile, F (5, 237) = 7.12, p < .001, ηp
2 = .09. 

Pairwise comparisons to further examine these differences showed that adolescents in 

model friendships reported significantly less emotional loneliness compared to those 

within coercive alliances (p < .001), acquaintances (p < .001),and without friends (p = 

.001; see Figure 7.1). There was also a significant resource control subtype × gender 

interaction, F (4, 237) = 3.01, p = .042, ηp
2 = .04. To further examine this significant 

interaction, simple contrasts were conducted for resource control subtype at each level 
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of gender (see Figure 7.2). Findings revealed no significant differences in emotional 

loneliness among the resource control subtypes for boys. However, prosocial controller 

girls reported less emotional loneliness than bistrategic controller girls (p = .045) and 

noncontroller girls (p = .002). Also, noncontroller girls were more emotionally lonely 

than coercive controller girls (p = .014; see Figure 7.2). In this model, there was no 

significant main effect of resource control subtype, F (4, 237) = 2.09, p =.083, or 

gender, F (1, 237) = 2.53, p = .113. There was also no significant resource control 

subtype × friendship profile interaction, F (20, 297 = 1.16, p = .292, friendship profile × 

gender interaction, F (5, 237) = 1.29, p =.274, or resource control subtype × friendship 

profile × gender interaction, F (17, 237) = 0.92, p =.555. 

When ANCOVA was used to adjust for social status, neither popularity (p = 

.060) nor peer acceptance (p = 148) was associated with emotional loneliness. However, 

the main effect of friendship profile remained significant, F (5, 237) = 3.84, p = .002, 

ηp
2 = .08, with adolescents in model friendships reporting less emotional loneliness 

compared to those within coercive alliances, (p < .001), acquaintances, (p < .001),  and 

those without friends, (p = .006). The significant resource control subtype × gender 

interaction also remained significant, F (4, 297) = 2.56, p = .039, ηp
2 = .04. Simple 

contrasts showed that, for girls only, prosocial controllers were less emotionally lonely 

than bistrategic controllers, (p = .045), and noncontrollers (p = .002), and that 

noncontrollers were more emotionally lonely than coercive controllers (p = .014; see 

Figure 2). However, there was no significant main effect of resource control subtype,    

F (4, 237) = 1.82, p =.126, or gender, F (1, 237) = 1.85, p = .175. There was also no 

significant resource control subtype × friendship profile interaction, F (20, 237) = 1.00, 

p = .460, friendship profile × gender interaction, F (5, 251) = 1.37, p = .234 or resource 

control subtype × friendship profile × gender interaction, F (17, 237) = 0.85, p = .640.  
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Figure 7.1. The mean effects of friendship profiles on emotional loneliness. Error bars 

represent standard error. 

 

 

Figure 7.2. The mean effects of boys and girls resource control strategy on emotional 

loneliness. Error bars represent standard error. 

 

Social loneliness. In the ANOVA model for social loneliness, there was a 

significant main effect of friendship profile, F (5, 237) = 2.50, p =.031, ηp
2 = .05. 

Adolescent within model friendships reported less social loneliness than those within 

coercive alliances (p = .005) and those within acquaintances (p = .005). There was also 
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a significant main effect of gender, F (1, 237) = 11.83, p = .001, ηp
2 = .05, with girls 

reporting more social loneliness than boys. However, there was no significant main 

effect of resource control subtype, F (4, 237) = 1.42, p =.174, and no significant 

resource control subtype × friendship profile interaction, F (20, 237) = 0.83, p = .671, 

resource control subtype × gender interaction, F (4, 237) = 2.16, p =.075, friendship 

profile × gender interaction, F (5, 237) = 1.49, p =.193, or resource control subtype × 

friendship profile × gender interaction, F (17, 237) = 0.72, p =.778. 

When this model was conducted as an ANCOVA, popularity was a significant 

covariate, p =.011, but peer acceptance was not, p =.230. The significant main effect of 

gender remained, F (1, 237) = 10.97, p = .001, ηp
2 = .05. Further, there was a marginally 

significant resource control subtype × gender interaction, F (4, 251) = 2.33, p = .057, 

ηp
2 = .04. To further examine this significant interaction, simple contrasts were 

conducted for resource control subtype at each level of gender. Findings revealed no 

significant differences in social loneliness among the resource control subtypes for 

boys. However, after controlling for popularity, noncontroller girls reported more social 

loneliness than each of the other resource control subtypes with the exception of 

bistrategic controller girls (see Figure 7.3). There were no significant main effects of 

resource control subtype, F (4, 237) = 1.44, p =.222, or friendship profile, F (5, 237) = 

1.96, p =.086. There was also no significant resource control subtype × friendship 

profile interaction, F (20, 237) = 0.83, p = .672, friendship profile × gender interaction, 

F (5, 251) = 1.78, p = .118 or resource control subtype × friendship profile × gender 

interaction, F (17, 237) = 0.70, p = .804.  
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Figure 7.3. The mean effects of boys and girls resource control strategies on social 

loneliness. Error bars represent standard error. 

 

Life Satisfaction  

In the ANOVA model for life satisfaction, there was a significant main effect of 

gender, F (1, 237) = 6.07, p = .002, ηp
2 = .04, with boys reporting more life satisfaction 

than girls. However, there were no significant main effects of resource control subtype, 

F (4, 237) = 1.75, p =.140, or friendship profile, F (5, 237) = 2.05, p =.072. There was 

also no significant resource control subtype × friendship profile interaction, F (20, 237 

= 0.65, p = .873, friendship profile × gender interaction, F (5, 237) = 0.69, p = .376 or 

resource control subtype × friendship profile × gender interaction, F (13, 237) = 0.87,   

p = .558.  

When this model was conducted as an ANCOVA, popularity was a significant 

covariate, p < .001, but peer acceptance was not, p =.902. The significant main effect of 

gender remained, F (1, 237) = 8.80, p = .003, ηp
2 = .04, in the same direction. There 

were still no significant main effects of resource control subtype, F (4, 237) = 1.22,       

p = .305, or friendship profile, F (5, 237) = 1.68, p =.141, and no significant 
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resource control subtype × gender, F (4, 251) = 0.46, p = .765, friendship profile × 

gender, F (5, 251) = 1.02, p = .405 or resource control subtype × friendship profile × 

gender interaction, F (13, 237) = 0.93, p = .524.  

Global Self-worth 

Similar to the ANOVA model for life satisfaction, there was a significant main 

effect of gender, F (1, 237) = 3.99, p = .047, ηp
2 = .02, with boys reporting more global 

self-worth than girls. However, there were no significant main effects of resource 

control subtype, F (4, 237) = 1.30, p =.269, or friendship profile, F (5, 237) = 1.73, p = 

.129. There was also no significant resource control subtype × friendship profile 

interaction, F (20, 237) = 0.69, p = .832, friendship profile × gender interaction, F (5, 

237) = 0.86, p = .510 or resource control subtype × friendship profile × gender 

interaction, F (17, 237) = 0.76, p = .742.   

When this model was conducted as an ANCOVA, popularity was a significant 

covariate, p < .001, but peer acceptance was not, p =.461, and the significant main effect 

of gender remained, F (1, 237) = 3.99, p = .047, ηp
2 = .02, in the same direction. There 

were no significant main effects of resource control subtype F (4, 237) = 0.87, p =.483, 

or friendship profile F (5, 237) = 1.22, p = .300, and no significant interactions: 

resource control subtype × friendship profile, F (20, 237) = 0.72, p = .804, resource 

control subtype × gender, F (4, 251) = 0.58, p = .678, friendship profile × gender, F (5, 

251) = 0.72, p = .804, resource control subtype × friendship profile × gender interaction, 

F (17, 237) = 0.73, p = .768.  

Social competence. Finally, in the ANOVA model for social competence, there 

was a significant main effect of friendship profile, F (5, 237) = 4.25, p =.001, ηp
2 = .08. 

Adolescents within model friendships reported more social competence than those 

within coercive alliances (p = .008) and acquaintances (p = .006). Adolescents within 
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bistrategic alliances also reported more social competence than those within coercive 

alliances (p = .019) and acquaintances (p = .013). However, there was no significant 

difference in the perceived social competence of adolescents within model friendships 

and those within bistrategic alliances (p = .900). There was also a significant main 

effect of gender, F (1, 237) = 6.52, p = .011, ηp
2 = .03, with boys reporting more social 

competence than girls. The main effect of resource control subtype was not significant, 

F (4, 237) = 1.06, p =.376, and no significant interactions were found: resource control 

subtype × friendship profile, F (20, 237) = 0.96, p = .512, resource control subtype × 

gender, F (4, 251) = 0.81, p = .522, friendship profile × gender, F (5, 251) = 1.07,  p = 

.380, resource control subtype × friendship profile × gender, F (17, 237) = 0.83, p = 

.663. 

When this model was conducted as an ANCOVA, popularity was a significant 

covariate, p = .004, but peer acceptance was not, p = .265. The significant main effects 

of friendship profile, F (5, 237) = 3.37, p =.006, ηp
2 = .07 (see Figure 7.4), and gender, 

F (1, 237) = 6.34, p = .012, ηp
2 = .03, remained. There was no significant main effect of 

resource control subtype, F (4, 237) = 0.94, p =.440 and no significant interactions: 

resource control subtype × friendship profile, F (20, 237) = 1.08, p = .369 , resource 

control subtype × gender, F (4, 251) = 0.67, p = .616, friendship profile × gender, F (5, 

251) = 1.15,  p = .337, resource control subtype × friendship profile × gender, F (17, 

237) = 0.87, p = .614. 
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Figure 7.4. The mean effects friendship profiles on social competence. Error bars 

represent standard error 

Discussion 

The primary aim of the present study (Study 5) was to utilise a person-centred 

approach, consistent with previous peer relations research (e.g., Hawley, 2003), in order 

to link resource control strategies within the peer group and friendship profiles to 

multiple aspects of adolescent social and emotional well-being, including their social 

and emotional loneliness, life satisfaction, feelings of global self-worth and perceived 

social competence with peers. This study is unique in its focus on the resource control 

subtypes and the friendship profiles in combination, examining how adolescents’ social 

and emotional well-being may differ between boys and girls who employ varying 

resource control strategies within the peer group and also for those who describe 

different types of friendships. Social status was also controlled for in the form of 

popularity and peer acceptance. Present findings re-emphasise the importance of 

undertaking multiple levels of enquiry in order to further understand the social worlds 

of adolescents, including the experiences that occur within the peer group and amongst 

friends, as well as the ways in which subtle, and often gender-specific, variations in 

these experiences can influence their social and emotional well-being. 
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Social and Emotional Well-being 

Loneliness. Adolescents within model friendships reported less emotional 

loneliness than those within coercive alliances, acquaintances and the friendless and less 

social loneliness compared to those within coercive alliances and acquaintances. These 

findings are comparable to those from Study 4 (Chapter 6), further emphasising two 

beneficial outcomes which may arise from having friendship qualities that are consistent 

with many positive exchanges and high levels of intimacy (Larson & Richards, 1991; 

Pedersen et al., 2007; Shulman et al., 1997; Sullivan, 1953). However, in contrast to the 

findings of Study 4 (Chapter 6), adolescents within bistrategic alliances were not more 

emotionally lonely than those within model friendships. 

At the level of the peer group, girls who were considered prosocial controllers 

within the resource control framework reported less emotional loneliness than 

bistrategic controller girls and noncontroller girls. Noncontroller girls also reported 

more emotional loneliness than coercive controller girls and more social loneliness than 

each of the other resource control subtypes, with the exception of bistrategic controller 

girls. These findings are comparable to those from Study 2 (Chapter 4) and have 

important implications for intervention, highlighting female bistrategic controllers and 

female noncontrollers as two vulnerable sub-groups of adolescents which may be at 

more risk of emotional and social loneliness. This is important, as loneliness has been 

associated with maladjustment across the lifespan (Al-Yagon, 2008; Heinrich & 

Gullone, 2006; Lewinsohn, Clarke, Seeley, & Rohde, 1994; McDonald, Bowker, Rubin, 

Laursen, & Duchene, 2010; Nolen-Hoeksema, Girgus, & Seligman, 1992). Particularly, 

for noncontroller girls, awareness of their social deficiencies may be heightened during 

adolescence (Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Laursen & Hartl, 2013), inevitably increasing 

loneliness among these less integrated youth.  
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One finding that deserves further consideration is the difference (or lack of 

difference) in emotional and social loneliness between non-controller, prosocial 

controllers, and bistrategic controllers. Noncontroller girls were more socially lonely 

and more emotionally lonely than prosocial controller girls, yet were not more socially 

or emotionally lonely when compared to bistrategic controller girls. Therefore, despite 

the well-established distinction in the literature (Dykstra & Fokkema, 2007; Hojat, 

1982; Russell, Cutrona, Rose, & Yurko, 1984), adolescent loneliness that stems from 

social integration may share some similarities with, or perhaps contribute to, loneliness 

that stems from lack of a close friend. For example, it is very plausible that lack of 

integration within the adolescent peer group may lead to fewer opportunities to find a 

close friend (Bukowski & Newcomb, 1984; Bukowski et al., 1994; Nangle et al., 1996; 

Oldenburg & Kerns, 1997) and, as such, interventions efforts focused on reducing social 

loneliness may also attenuate emotional loneliness.  

Life satisfaction and global self-worth. Consistent with what was reported in 

earlier chapters, boys were, on average, more satisfied with themselves and their lives in 

general than girls. This is consistent with previous research, which has reported that 

girls’ global self-esteem is substantially lower than that of boys beginning in 

adolescence (Alpert-Gillis & Connell, 1989; Harper & Marshall, 1991; Kostanski & 

Gullone, 1998). Moreover, as reported earlier, there remained no difference in reported 

life satisfaction or global self-worth when comparing adolescents with different 

friendship types, even after considering resource control subtypes and peer status.  

Social competence. Finally, adolescents within model friendships and those 

within bistrategic alliances did not differ in social competence, yet each reported more 

social competence when compared to those within coercive alliances and acquaintances. 

This is consistent with RCT and related literature (e.g., Hawley, 2003), suggesting that 
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adolescents within bistrategic alliances may experience socially effective and 

proficiently employed aggression in combination with prosocial acts (Hawley, 2002, 

2003; Hawley et al., 2007), from which they may learn to be more socially competent 

themselves. However, the experiences of those within bistrategic alliances can be 

distinguished from those within coercive alliances, who experience aggressive strategies 

employed less skilfully and in the absence of prosocial compensation, and also from 

those within acquaintances, who experience neither strategy employed with particular 

finesse. Perhaps then, an important preliminary interventional step would be to consider 

the mechanisms through which socially competent adolescents achieve their desired 

outcomes. In this way, prosocial mechanisms may be promoted, facilitating the 

formation of emotionally adaptive model and typical friendships as opposed to highly 

conflictual, albeit socially effective, bistrategic alliances.  

Strengths, Limitations, Implications and Conclusion  

With its aim to expand upon findings from Study 2 (Chapter 4) and Study 4 

(Chapter 6), the present study has a number of noteworthy strengths. These include the 

use of a person-centred approach to undertake multiple levels of enquiry in order to 

determine the effects of both the resource control subtypes and friendship profiles, as 

well as gender, on adolescent social and emotional well-being. Despite these strengths, 

several limitations must also be acknowledged, which were discussed in more detail in 

Study 1, Study 2 and Study 4. First, Study 2 highlighted the importance of expanding on 

present cross-sectional work by employing a longitudinal design in future research in 

order to clarify causal directions and to move toward implying directional effects 

(Levin, 2006). It was also proposed that, in further studies, additional school settings be 

sampled from and research designs be employed which may be interpreted cross-

culturally, such as those with multiple methods (e.g., observation; French et al., 2002). 
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Third, in Study 4 the benefits of considering only mutual “number 1 friend” 

nominations were discussed as an alternative to the present technique which involved 

classifying a friendship as reciprocated if a participant was nominated by at least one of 

the three peers they nominated as friends. Each of these limitations provide an 

important avenue for future research. 

Despite these limitations, the present study contributes to and expands upon the 

extant literature, by highlighting the subtle yet important differences in adolescent 

social and emotional well-being that emerge when undertaking multiple levels of 

enquiry (i.e., both resource control subtypes and friendship profiles). Some of the 

benefits of reporting friendship qualities consistent with a model friendship were 

discussed, as these adolescents tend to be less socially and emotionally lonely than 

those who reported friendship qualities that were consistent with coercive alliances and 

acquaintances. Also, at the level of resource control within the peer group, some 

potential vulnerabilities, in the form of more loneliness, were highlighted for girls who 

are bistrategic controllers and those who were noncontrollers. Overall, the present study 

served to further elucidate the ways in which adolescents navigate their social worlds 

and the associations of these with social and emotional well-being. 
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Summary of Chapter 7 

Study 5 expanded upon investigations undertaken in Study 2 (Chapter 4) and 

Study 4 (Chapter 6), contributing to Aim 2 of the thesis, which was to consider the role 

of friendship in well-being, as well as its contributions in conjunction with social status. 

Findings highlight some of the benefits of being part of a model friendship, as 

adolescents who report characteristics consistent with a model friendship tend to be less 

socially and emotionally lonely than those within coercive alliances and acquaintances. 

As well, female bistrategic controllers and female noncontrollers were identified as two 

potentially vulnerable sub-groups of adolescents that reported more loneliness, both 

social and emotional, particularly when compared to adolescents within model 

friendships. Female adolescents were also identified as more likely to report lower 

levels of life satisfaction and global self-worth than males. In the next chapter (Chapter 

8) the findings across all five studies are discussed. This discussion is followed by 

sections on methodological implications of the research. The chapter ends with a 

discussion of the practical implications of the program of research and future directions 

for research in the field.
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CHAPTER 8 

General Discussion  

 The general purpose of the five studies, which comprise the current thesis, was 

to identify the ways in which experiences within the peer group and those within close 

friendships may uniquely and conjointly contribute to adolescent social and emotional 

loneliness, global self-worth, life satisfaction and social competence. That is, this 

program of research had two specific aims. The first aim was to investigate how social 

status, in the form of popularity and peer acceptance, and gender may modify the 

temporal impact of earlier relational aggression and victimisation on later peer 

experiences, and to consider how status and behaviours within the peer group are 

associated with well-being. The second aim of the thesis, was to consider adolescents' 

identified friendships and their contributions to adolescent well-being in conjunction 

with social status. 

The five studies, which included data from three separate groups of adolescents, 

were grounded in a number of theoretical frameworks, including resource control and 

related theories (e.g., Hawley, 1999), as well as other theories of peer and dyadic 

relationships, including the social process model (Boivin & Hymel, 1997), peer-

socialisation model (Rose & Rudolph, 2006), and gender schema and socialisation 

theories (Bem, 1981; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974). Across the studies, multiple measures, 

including peer ratings and self-report assessments, were employed, including a new set 

of items to assess friendship qualities that were compiled from existing measures. Both 

variable-centred and person-centred methodologies were used. Taken together, findings 

highlight the importance of considering experiences within the peer group and within 

close friendships as unique and conjoint contributors to adolescent social and emotional 

well-being. This final chapter summarises and discusses the major themes and key 
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findings from the five studies that comprised this thesis. This includes a discussion of 

the methodological and practical implications, as well as the strengths and limitations of 

the thesis, concluding comments about the research conducted, and directions for future 

research. 

Review of Aims and Key Findings  

Social experiences within the adolescent peer group. The first aim of the 

current thesis was to investigate how social status, in the form of popularity and peer 

acceptance, and gender may modify the temporal impact of earlier relational aggression 

and relational victimisation (e.g., being gossiped about or ignored) on later peer 

experiences and then to consider how such behaviour within the peer group are 

associated with well-being. As such, in Study 1, the extant literature (e.g., Boivin & 

Hymel, 1997; Ostrov, 2008; 2010; Ostrov & Godleski, 2013; Rose & Rudolph, 2006; 

Zimmer-Gembeck & Duffy, 2014) was expanded upon, utilising a variable-centred 

approach and underpinned by two theoretical models - the social process model (Boivin 

& Hymel, 1997) and the peer-socialisation model (Rose & Rudolph, 2006). Overall, 

support was found for both theoretical models. That is, in the direction of the social 

process model (Boivin & Hymel, 1997), findings indicate that popularity may protect 

relationally aggressive early adolescents from future relational victimisation and that 

being more socially preferred may protect relationally aggressive girls in particular from 

increasing victimisation over time. Also, in the direction of the peer socialisation model 

(Rose & Rudolph, 2006), results showed that relational victimisation may precede 

increasing relationally aggressive behaviour over time among popular girls, yet less 

relationally aggressive behaviour among popular boys.  

In Study 2, which was also designed to address Aim 1 of the thesis, resource 

control and related theories (e.g., Hawley, 1999) were drawn upon to guide a person-
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centred approach, which involved identifying profiles of adolescents’ coercive and 

prosocial resource control strategies in order to examine differences in adolescent social 

and emotional well-being between different profile groups. Guided by past research 

(Hawley 1999), five resource control subtypes were identified including prosocial 

controllers, who employ mainly prosocial strategies (e.g., forging cooperative unions), 

coercive controllers, whose strategies are mainly coercive (e.g., threats), typical 

controllers whose scores are average for both strategies, bistrategic controllers who 

frequently strategise in both prosocial and coercive ways, and noncontrollers, for whom 

neither strategy is frequently employed. Amongst the resource control subtypes, 

emotional loneliness was elevated among bistrategic controllers when compared to 

prosocial controllers, whose emotional loneliness was the lowest when compared to the 

other four groups. Some potential social and emotional vulnerabilities (e.g., loneliness) 

were also suggested for noncontrollers.  

Social experiences within adolescent friendships. The second aim of the thesis 

was to consider the role of friendship in well-being, as well as its contributions in 

conjunction with social status. In Study 3, a measure of friendship quality was compiled 

from existing measures. This new set of items was consistent with friendship quality 

theory (Hartup & Stevens, 1997) and included four subscales of deep and surface 

positive features of friendships, as well as negative features of coercive power and 

conditional social regard. It was posited that, amongst its future research implications, 

this scale would be particularly useful in person-centred research investigating 

adolescent friendships and well-being. Thus, it was utilised in Study 4 (see Chapter 6), 

to examine the association of different friendship types, in combination with gender, on 

adolescent emotional well-being. Social status in the form of popularity and peer 

acceptance were also controlled for, with the acknowledgement that adolescents’ 
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friendships are embedded within a complex network of peer relations, which are 

important to consider when studying friendship and its links with well-being.  

Six friendship types were profiled in Study 4. Model friendships were described 

by adolescents whose number 1 friendships were characterised by frequent positive 

social exchanges (surface friendship structure), high levels of intensity (deep friendship 

structure) and infrequent negative social exchanges (conditional social regard and 

coercive power). Typical friendships were those characterised by moderate levels of 

intensity and average amounts of positive and negative social exchanges. Bistrategic 

alliances were those where adolescents described both positive and negative social 

exchanges, as well as average to high intensity. In contrast, coercive alliances were 

characterised by frequent conflict, less intensity and infrequent positive social exchange. 

Finally, acquaintances were number 1 friendships described as low in intensity and 

involving infrequent positive and negative social exchanges. One key finding of this 

study was that a higher level of emotional loneliness was found among adolescents 

reporting bistrategic alliances when compared to adolescents who reported model 

friendships. 

The findings of Study 2 and Study 4 were expanded upon in the final study 

(Study 5, see Chapter 7). That is, both the resource control subtypes and the friendship 

profiles were examined as unique and conjoint contributors of social and emotional 

well-being. Findings again highlighted some benefits of being part of a model 

friendship, as these adolescents tend to be less socially and emotionally lonely than 

those within coercive alliances and acquaintances. As well, female bistrategic 

controllers and female noncontrollers were identified as two potentially vulnerable sub-

groups of adolescents, which may be at greater risk of loneliness, in its different forms. 
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Female adolescents also identified as less satisfied with themselves and their lives in 

general than adolescent males. 

Methodological Implications of the Current Research  

Variable and person-centred approaches. Although a variable-centred 

approach was utilised in the first study of this thesis, the predominant focus was on 

using a person-centred approach (Hiatt et al., 2015) to understand how multiple aspects 

of the peer environment can contribute to adolescent social and emotional well-being. A 

person-centred approached differs from a variable-centred approach, which examines 

individual characteristics of all participants with an emphasis on linear associations, 

with its focus on particular sets of processes or characteristics, that are presumed to be 

specific to persons who share certain qualities (Laursen & Hoff, 2006; Magnusson, 

2003). Researchers have recently begun to employ a person-centred approach more 

frequently in child and adolescent peer relations research (O’Connor et al., 2012) and, 

when applied to adolescent peer groups and friendships, categories or profiles can be 

created, emphasising qualities specific to each type of relationship (Hiatt et al., 2015). 

Both the resource control subtypes and the friendship profiles were created with the use 

of this approach in Study 2, Study 4 and Study 5, which provided a strong foundation 

for understanding the social and emotional significance of peer relations during 

adolescence.  

Assessment of adolescent friendship qualities. The resolution of measurement 

issues in adolescent friendship research has been challenging to researchers, due to the 

inherent difficulty with construct operationalisation (Gifford-Smith & Brownell, 2003). 

In the 1995 Presidential Address to the Society for Research in Child Development, 

Willard Hartup (1996) stated that research has not adequately differentiated the 

dimensions of friendship. Related to this, Bukowski and Sippola (2005, p. 92) urged 
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researchers to place more emphasis on defining the 'elusive phenomenon' that is 

friendship in order to advance understanding in the field. Establishing the defining 

features of friendship is particularly difficult due to the changing nature of these 

relationships developmentally, with increasing needs for both intimacy and autonomy in 

adolescence (Shulman et al., 1997). Thus, in order to examine the influence of different 

friendship types on adolescent well-being in this thesis, it was important to first 

determine a range of qualities that could occur within "real" friendships (Furman, 1996) 

and then to take steps towards using the best approach to assessment (Chapter 5).  

This process resulted in a comprehensive review and empirical consolidation of 

the literature in Study 3 (Chapter 5), incorporating and refining items from established 

friendship measures (e.g., Arunkumar & Dharmangadan, 2001; Bukowski et al., 1994; 

Furman & Buhrmester, 1985; Parker & Asher, 1993; Sharabany, 1994). The result was 

the development of a set of items called the Adolescent Friendship Structure Inventory 

(AFSI). The AFSI was consistent with friendship theory (Hartup & Stevens, 1997) and 

comprises four subscales assessing deep and surface friendship structures, as well as 

negative social exchanges including coercive power and conditional social regard.  

Practical Implications and Future Research Directions 

 The benefits of a model friendship. Overall, findings suggest that adolescents 

who report a model friendship, characterised by high levels of surface friendship 

structure (e.g., spending time together), high levels of deep friendship structure (e.g., 

intimate self-disclosure) and low levels of conditional social regard (e.g., ignoring) and 

coercive power (e.g., hitting, kicking), tend to be less socially and emotionally lonely 

than their peers who describe other types of friendships (e.g., coercive alliances). 

Perhaps, the reason that model friendships were associated with lower levels of both 

social and emotional loneliness is that, for these adolescents, the need to belong has 
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been appropriately fulfilled, mitigating feelings of loneliness. Alternatively, it may be 

that any initial discrepancies between their ideal and actual friendship types have been 

resolved (Dykstra & Fokkema, 2007; Peplau & Perlman, 1982; Qualter et al., 2015). 

Whilst the exact mechanisms require further investigation, there is the potential 

for the features of a model friendship (e.g., intimate self-disclosure, companionship, 

validation) to be identified among adolescents within the school setting via an 

assessment tool such as the AFSI. Subsequently school-based intervention could focus 

on group activities to reinforce the features of a model friendship for those adolescents 

who already describe them and to facilitate these features for those adolescents in whom 

they are lacking. As well as promoting friendships with more adaptive qualities, this 

may also inadvertently attenuate loneliness among these youth. 

 The vulnerability of noncontrollers. Furthermore, even after controlling for 

status within the peer group, noncontroller girls were more socially lonely, suggesting 

that their expressed feelings of isolation may extend beyond their peer nominated status 

to their degree of perceived social integration. The social deficiencies of this group of 

adolescents have been described in the literature (e.g., Hawley, 2003), for which neither 

prosocial nor coercive resource control strategies are enacted with particular finesse. 

This may leave noncontroller girls particularly vulnerable to social loneliness and other 

forms of maladjustment, akin to that of the rejected child described in similar research 

(Crick & Bigbee, 1998; Prinstein, Boergers, & Vernberg, 2001; Storch, & Masia-

Warner, 2004). For these adolescents, intervention strategies should extend beyond 

simply providing more opportunities for social interaction or promoting popular status, 

which may not be effective in reducing social loneliness. Instead, some lonely 

noncontrollers may benefit from promotion of peer social support whereas others may 

flourish when maladaptive social cognitions are addressed (e.g., Rooks, 1984). 

http://ovidsp.tx.ovid.com.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/sp-3.19.0a/ovidweb.cgi?QS2=434f4e1a73d37e8cc073476c0173649e9a39eb4d506c248b9a21c5cccaf5a7e5a1b9df5c22b3512592412e7297ca1cc3122b7d788c882f80a2fb0fabf1b29eeba1f8b5633d10db38ef025e2690b97d0daad783bcdf22f0596e3aff73be57104b9ef7ba2ec99b8a86170cc1952d232ff5351e37c0fba422df0a1f546f838a2d7df9b4d8e697b0779d8aac8766847ad942e8f3a62468d052d2ecd42007bc5424d4b928d9404f51e55d8fa8cecce45790e02041bb7fcb91f809344f7c3874663a820590445706d221cea4fe0ca97e70ceb9c56d1a1528cd0105fc5087a683759e895bcfdb6d96907c03f42d9a44d72f17aed9dd540bb60eed29#155
http://www.sciencedirect.com.libraryproxy.griffith.edu.au/science/article/pii/S0140197104000351#BIB7


Peer Group and Friendship Forms in Adolescence 179 

 

Alternatives for intervention in this domain provide an interesting avenue for future 

research.  

 Gender differences on global measures of well-being. Another potential 

avenue for future research and intervention centres on the gender-specific patterns that 

emerged when studying global self-worth and life satisfaction. Consistently, adolescent 

males reported more satisfaction with themselves and their lives in general when 

compared to adolescent females. This is not surprising, given previous research has 

shown that girls’ global self-esteem is substantially lower than that of boys (Alpert-

Gillis & Connell, 1989; Harper & Marshall, 1991; Kostanski & Gullone, 1998) and 

these feelings of inadequacy may be heightened in girls during adolescence (Goldbeck, 

Schmitz, Besier, Herschbach & Henrich, 2007; Moksnes, & Espnes, 2013). However, as 

well as recognising the increased risk for girls at this time, it is also important to note 

some potentially protective factors for boys. For example, 27.5% of boys were 

classified as friendless (i.e., no reciprocated friendship nomination) in Study 4, whilst 

still reporting higher levels of global self-worth and life satisfaction than girls. Thus, it 

is possible that factors other than belonging to a reciprocated friendship may influence 

the global self-worth and life satisfaction of adolescent boys, prompting these factors to 

continue to be investigated in future research.  

 Identifying the aggressor’s target. Finally, it may be important for future 

research to distinguish between social behaviours, such as aggression, which are 

enacted within a dyad from social behaviours enacted toward a third party. This may 

involve adding items to the AFSI or utilising a complementary measure which 

differentiates whether a nominated “number 1 friend” is hitting/kicking/punching the 

adolescent responding to the questionnaire or whether the aggression is being enacted 

toward a third party. This may expand upon some of the findings in the thesis, 
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particularly those relating to adolescents who describe their number 1 friendship as high 

in conditional social regard. This, and each of the other practical implications discussed, 

provides an important avenue for future research.  

Concluding Comments  

 In conclusion, the findings of the current thesis contribute to the literature in this 

field by further elucidating the ways in which adolescents’ experiences within the peer 

group and in close relationships may contribute to their social and emotional well-being. 

Findings also highlight the importance of (1) investigating adolescent peer relationships 

at multiple levels of enquiry (de Waal, 2000; Hawley, 1999; Thibault & Kelley, 1952; 

von Neumann & Morgenstern, 1944), such as within the peer group and amongst 

friends and (2) considering emotional as well as social indicators of adolescent well-

being. For example, whilst the extant literature has focused on the socially adaptive 

outcomes of strategically employed aggressive acts (Hawley, 1999; Hawley, Little et 

al., 2007), the present thesis identified one potentially maladaptive outcome, more 

emotional loneliness, which was higher among strategically aggressive adolescents (i.e., 

higher for bistrategic controllers versus prosocial controllers), providing an important 

avenue for future research.  

Gender differences also emerged within the current thesis, suggesting, on the 

one hand, that there may be subgroups of adolescent girls who are more vulnerable to 

social loneliness, including noncontrollers for whom neither resource control strategy is 

experienced or displayed with particular finesse, and, on the other hand, that more 

research is needed to elucidate the determinants of social loneliness for adolescent boys, 

for whom no differences amongst the resource control subtypes were found. 

Furthermore, findings highlight the importance of continuing to advance research in this 

field, considering the complex and multifaceted nature of adolescent peer relations and 
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how experiences within peer groups and friendships may contribute to adolescents’ 

social and emotional well-being. 
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